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STATEMENT OF FOCUS

Individually Guided Education (IGE) is a new comprehensive
system of elementary education. The following components of the
IGE system are in varying stages of development and implementation:
a new organization for instruction and related administractive
arrangements; a model of instructional programing for the indi-
vidual student; and curriculum components in prereading, reading,
mathematics, motivation, aud environmental education. The develop-
ment of other curriculum components, of a system for managing in-
struction by computer, and of instructional strategies 1s needed
to complete the system. Continuing programmatic research is required
to provide a sound knowledge base for the components under develop-
ment and for improved second generation components. Finally, sys-
tematic implementation is essential so that the products will function
properly in the IGE schools.

The Center plans and carries out the research, development,
and implementation components of its IGE program in this sequence:
(1) identify the needs and delimit the component problem area;
(2) assess the possible constraints-~financial resources and avail-
ability of staff; (3) formulate general plans and specific procedures
for solving the problems; (4) secure and allocate human and material
resources to carry out the plans; (5) provide for effective communi~
cation among personnel and efficient management of activities and
resources; and (6) evaluate the effectiveness of each activity and
its contribution to the total program and correct any difficulties
through feedback mechanisms and appropriate management techniques.

A self-renewing system of elementary education 1s projected in
each participating elementary school, i.e., one which is less dependent
on external sources for direction and is more responsive to the needs
of the children attending each particular school. 1In the IGE schools,
Center-developed and other curriculum products compatible with the
Center's instructional programing model will lead to higher morale
and job satisfaction among educational personnel. Each developmental
product makes ite unique contribution to IGE as it is implemented 1in
the schools. The various research components add to the knowledge of
Center practitioners, developers, and theorists.

114
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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to examine the relationship of
organizational varialles to teacher motivation to perform. It also
sought to detemine what differences, if any, existed between the
organizational structures of multiunit (MUS) and non-multiunit (NMUS)
IGE clementary schools.,

The unit of analysis consisted of MUS and NMUS elementary
schools in the State of Wisconsin which employed ten or more staff
members during 1971-1972. The population consisted of schools which
had implemented the multiunit elementary school concept’ (MU'S) and
those that had not implemented the concept (NMUS), A random sample
of 40 schools was selected from each subpopulation and a total of 34
MUSs and 38 NMUSs participated in the study, A random sample of
fifteen teachers was selected from each school to provide the data,

Organizational structure was defiied in terms of Hage's
axiomatic théory of organizations. Schoul means of complexity,
centralization, formalization, and stratification, along with school

size, were used to describe the organizaticnal structure of the

schools. Teacher motivation was defined in terms of the organization's

reward system measured by expectancy theory as delinecated by Vroom
and Porter and Lawler. Expectancy theory states that motivation

or cffort to perforn 1s a multiplicative function of the probability

10
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of receiving a particular reward and the importance of the reward to
the individual,

Sixteen iypotheses were formulated to answer the following
genatal questions:

1. Is the ofganizational structure of the multiunit elementary
school (MUS) significantly different from that of the non=
multiunit clementary school (MNMUS)?

2, 1s the level of .ecacher motivation in the MUS significantly
.different from that of the NMUS?

3. 1s there any significant relationship between the organiza=
tional variables of school size, complexity, centralization,
formalization, and stratification and a teacher's motivation
to perfona?

The major findings of the study were as follows:

1. There were no significant differences between MUSs and
NMUSs in school size, complexity, and formalizatiom,

2., MUSs were less centralized, less stratified, aud had more
highly motivated teacherc than NMUSs.

3, School size was a significant predictor of teacher
motivation in both MUSs and NMUSs.

4. Complexity was a significant predictor of teacher motivation
in KMUSs but not in MUSs.

5, Centralization was a significant predictor of teacher

motivation in both MUSs and MMUSS,

O
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6. Fomnalization was not a significant predictor of teacher

motivation in either the MUS or the NMUS.
7. Stratification was a significant predictor of teacher
motivation in both MUSs and IMUSs.

Basod o~ the results of this study, it is suggested that

administrators interested in developing higher levels of teacher
motivation make every effort to involve teachers in the decision-
vaking process and that they attempt to distribute rewards to teachers
fairly and justly. Further research also should be conducted concern=
ing the relationship of organizational structure variables to

motjvation and role nerfcrmance.

12
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

One of the primary concerns in education today is the reform
and mB@HJ<ﬂ8QUn of curriculum and instruction. What is being
taught, how it is being taught, and the conditions under which it
is being taught have vnnnsm major areas of investigation for
parents, students, and professional educators.

The traditional elementary school environment has imposed
several limitations on the design and implementation of instruc-
tional programs. First, time is not normally m«mwwmvmm dering ithez
regula.. school day for staff to engage in building-wide instructionzl

improvement efforts. A second limitation is that the teaching

staff, because of similar work loads, is mnable to carry out expand-
irg responsibilities which take into account individual differences
in teacher irterests, experience, and capabilities. Third, few
arrangemeants have been designed to enable the principal and

tezchers of a building to plan, implement, and evaluate an edu-

cztional program whick simult.ineously considers characteristics

of the neighborhood and the requirements of the state and local

scheool mwmnmam.p

n:mnwnnn J. Klausmeier, et al., INDIVIDUALIY CUIDED ELUCATION
AND THE MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin
Kesearch and Development Center for Cognitive Learning, University
of W.sconsin, n.d.?, p. 3.

13

- ..y school educators have been sincerely

Because man- _ i ..

‘¢ ‘s =i _acellent instructional program for

i{nterested in dev
each child, administrai~ - and teachers from the school systems
along ﬂwnr the staff of the University of Wisconsin Research and
Development Center for Cognitive Learning attempted in the late
wwmo.m to develop a mnre effective system of elementary educatioa,
starting with the organization for instruction and related admin-
2 This attempt resulted in the multiunit

{strative arrangzments.

elementary school which, because it was desizned to ovarcome some

of the limitations 'isted abcve, zppeared to have an organizational

structure considerably different from that of the traditional
elementary sclkool.

The purpose of this study was to determine the extent to
which there are any significant differences in organizational
structure between multiunit elementary mnrOOMm and non-muitiunit
elemerntary schools and what relationships, if anv, exist betrween
elements of organizational structure and the desire for teachers to
perform taeir organizational tasks.

In this chapter is presented a review of the related litera-

ture, the theoretical framework within which the study was

N:..h. Klausmeier, R. Morrow, and J. E. Walter, INDIVIDUALLY
GUIDCL EDUCATIGN IN THE MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL: GUIDELTNES FOR
IMPLEMENTATION (Madiscn, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Depariment of Public
Iustruction), 19€2: : d R, Morrow, J. Sorenson, ard G, Glasrud,
EVALUATION FROCEPLRES FOR USE WITH TWE MULTIUNIT FLIMENTARY 3CHOOL
PERSONNEL. (Madison, Wisconsin: Wisconsin Researcha and Develnpment
Center for Cognitive Lesarning, University of Wiscensini, 1969.

Q
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2

conducted, thaz nypotheses to be tested, and the significance and

limitations of the study.
Related Literature

Traditional theory about orgarizations gave primary attention

3 4

te the character of their intermal structure.” Weber's ideal type

of bureaucracy described a situation in which authurity of position
and the authority of competence presumably coincide. Distinctive
characteristics of an ideal-type bureaucratic structure included
the following:

1. Organization tasks are distributed among the various
positions as official duties. Implied is a clear-cut
divisisn of labdcr among positions which make possible
& high degree uf snecialization.

2. Thc positions are organized into a hierarchical authority
structure. Each oificial is responsible for his sub-
ordipates' decisions and actions as well as his own to
the superior above him.

3. A formally =stablished system of rules and regulations
governs official decisions and actionms. The regulations
insure the uniformity of operatiors and, together with
the authority structure, make possible the coordination
of various activities. They also provide for continuity
in operaticns :egardless of change of personnel.

\ N

&. Officiais are to assume an iupersonal orientation in their
contacts with clients and with their officials. The main-
tenance of social distance between hierarchical levels and
between officizls and their clients fosters formality, thus

wumnwmw Katz and Robert Xahn, THT SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF ORGAN-
I1ZATIONS (New York: John Wiley, 19¢6) ., p. 71.
4

Max eber, THE :(nEORY OF SOCIAL ANL ECONOMIC ORGANIZATION
(New York: Yree Press, 1347).

15

-

preventing the personal feelings of officials from dis-
torting their rational judgment in carrying out their
duties.

S. Employment by the organization constitutes a career for
officials. Officials are appointed to positions, not
elected, and thus are dependent on superiors in the
organizatizn rather than on a body of constituents.>

Another classical model of organizational structure is the

6

public administration taxonomy given by Gulick. Katz and Kahn

examined Gulick's technical structure of the work process and

concluded,

...the basic factors for departmentalization were purpose,
process, person, and place. Jobs could be allocated to a
department on the basis of their general purpose, their
similarity in terms of procest, the people who would carry
out the assigmments, or the place and clientele to be
served. Gulick's conclusions were that the factor most
appropriate for a given system was contingent upon
circumstance and upon the results desired. A small organ-
jzation might have to forgo purpose specialization in favor
of process specialization .... No matter which factor is
selected for primary organization, the other factors must
be taken into account for secondary types of organizational
structure.’

The Hb%wonm School of Scientific Management was concerned

with the problems of rational analysis associated with the

productive process of organizational structure and the appropriate

mmoﬂmnm 1. Stone, "The Bureaucratic Structure,” (unpublished
paper, Univarsity of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 1370).

mﬁcnrmn Gulick ané L. Urwick (eds.), PAPERS ON THE SCIENCE
OF ADMINISTRATIOX (New York: Institute of Public Administration,
Columbia University, 1937).

uann and Kahn, op. cit., p. 85.

@W. W. Taylor, THE PRINCIPALS OF SCIEXTTIFIC MAWAGEMINT
(New York: Harper & Row, 1923).

16
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forms of organizational coordination., Katz and Kahn summarized

Taylor's work stating,

Standards for every piece of behavior were set on the
basis of time and motion studies. Performance control was
provided by records compleied at the end of every day and
transmitted up the line for tne scrutiny of the higher
offices. The foreman had daily records on the work of his
men; the division chief had records on the sections under
his foremen, and so on to the organizational chan.w

The organization, though consisting of people, was viewed by
Weber, Gulick, and Taylor as a machine, and they implied that one

should construct an organization according to a specific blueprint
. . 10
to achieve a given purpose.

Orgarizations as social mv.mﬂmamu.~ replaced the "machine”

theories and introduced the individual into the organizational .

picture. As experts in the field began to accept the enviromment

as an important factor in human behavior and the organization as a

very important aspect of the enviromment for most vmov~m.- the

concept of organizations as social systems grew. Within this view

the task of the administrator, as head of the organization, was to

arrange people into rational work groups while trying to avoid as

OanN and Kahn, op. cit., p. 85.

HOHVMQ.. p. 71.
11
Jacobs W. Getzels, James M. Lipham, and Roald F. Campbell,

EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION AS A SOCIAL PROCESS (New York: Harper
& Row, 1968).

12
James G. March and Herbert A. Simon,

John Wiley, 1958), p. 2.

ORGAMIZATIONS (New
York:

17

. 13
many undesirable side effects as possible.

14

3
Thompson  and Katz and nu&:-m noted that negative side

effects were difficult to avoid. Concerning such effects Argyris

stated,

An analysis of the basic properties of relatively mature
human beings and formal organization leads to the conclusion
tha: there is an inherent incongruency between the self-
actualization of the two. This basic incongruency creates
a situation of conflict, frustration, and failure is
hypothesized t> increase as the individual increases in
degree of maturity and/or as he becomes increasingly sub-
ordinate along the chain of command and/or 2s his icmediate
work environment becomes increasingly mvmnwuwwNoa.wm

The individual may adopt to conflicts, frustrationms, and

failures in ways such as leaving the orgarization or becoming

17

apathetic, both of which are detximental to the organization.

Argyris suggested that the organizailor, rather than the mature
individual must change if such conflicts are to be resolved

successfully. He said,

Assuming that the healthy individuals are not o be
changed, one way to reduce the "negative' (irom nanage-
ment's point of view) informal behavior is to change the
formal organizaticnal structure so that the emplovce
experiences more activity than passivity; greater relative

ﬁwbawnmw Etzioni, MODERN ORGANIZATIONS

New Jersey: rentice-Hall, 1964), p. 2.
14

Victor A. Thompson, MODERN ORGANIZATION (New York:
Alfred A. Knopf, 1561), pp. 81-113, )

~mxmnu and Kahn, op. cit., pp. 15-16.

~0n¢nwm Argyris, PERSONALITY AND ORGANIZATION
Harper & Row, 1957), p. 175.

1

(Englewood Cliffs,

(New York:

Ibid., pp. 175-176.

18
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independence than dependence; uses more, rather than less,
of his important, rather than skin-surfaced abilities; has
a longer rather than a shorter time perspective; and
mwnwﬂww is in an equa! if not higher position than his
peers. 8

1
McGregor ? also suggested that the organization must adapt to

the needs of the individual when he advocated the adoption of
Theory Y--a theory of management based upon integratiom: the
creation of conditions such that the organizational members can
achieve their goals best by directing their efforts towards success

of the organization--over Theory X--a theory of management based upon

direction and control through the exercise of authority. He stated

that the assumptions associated with Theory X are:

(1) The average human being has an inherent dislike of
work and will avoid it if he can.

(2) Because of this human characteristic of dislike of
work, most people must be coerced, controlled, directed,
threatened with punishment to get them to put forth adequate
effort for the achievement of organizational objectives.

(3) The average human being prefers to be directed, wishes
to avoid respousibility, has relatively little arbition, wants
security above a11.20

Theory X influences managerial strategy in a large sector of industry
today. Much progress is being made and during recent years the

human side of enterprise has become very important to management.

18,154, , p. 177.

woco=m~uw McGregor, THE HUMAN SIDE OF ENTERFRISE (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1960).

~0vaaq. po. 33-34,

19

In contrast to Theory X, McGregor presented the assumptions
associated with Theory Y which are a product of the accumulation of
knowledge about human behavior. This knowledge provides a basis for
the development of new theory with respect to managing human
resources. The assumptions of Theory Y are:

(1) The expenditure of physical and mental effort in work
is as natural as play or rest. The average human being does
not inkerently dislike work. Depending upon controllable
conditions work may be a source of satisfaction (and will
be voluntarily performed) or a source of punishment (and
will be avoided if possible).

(2) External control and threat of punishment are not
the only means for bringing about effort toward organizatiomal
objectives. Man will exercise self direction and self control
in the services of objectives to which he is cormitted.

(3) Commitment to obje.tives is a function of the rewards
associated with their achievement. The most sigrificant of
such rewards, the satisfaction of ego and self actualization
needs, can be direct products of effort directed toward
organizational objectives.

(4) The average human being learns under proper conditions
not only to accept but to seek responsibility. Avoidance of
responsibility, lack of ambition and emphasis on security are
generally consequences of experience, not inherent human

characteristics.

(5) The capaciiy to exercise a relatively high degree of
imagiration, ingenuity and creativity in the solution of
organizational problems is widely, not narrowly, distributed

in the population.

(6) Under the conditions of modern industrial life, the
jntellectual potentialities of the average human being are
only partly utilized.21

The assuvmptions of Theory Y strongly connote that limits on

human collaboration in the organizational setting are not limits of

211p3d., pp. 47-48.
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huran nature but of managemen:t's ingenuity in discovering how to
realize the potential represented by its human resources. Theory X
offers management an easy rationalization for ineffective organiza-
tional perforrcance. Theory Y, on the other hand, places the
problem squzrely in cthe lap of management. If employees are lazy,
indifferent, unwilling to take responsibility or uncooperative,
Theory Y implies that the causes lie in the management's methods of
organizational control.

22

Work by Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman supported the

findings of McGregor. They indicated that perfect integration of
organizational requirements and the individual's goals and needs is
not a realistic objective. In adapting tnis principle, what should
be sought is that degree of integration in which the individual can
best achieve his goals by directing his efforts toward the success

of the organization. This means that this alternative must be more

attractive than the many others available to him. It means he will

be highly encouraged to develop and utilize his capacities, knowledge,

skills, and ingenuity in ways which . contribute to the success of the

organization.

Inherent in decreasing the incongruency between the individ-

ual and the organization is the psychology of man as h2 attempts to

NNmnommnwnw Herzberyg, Bernard Mausener, and Barbara Bloch
Snyderman, THE MOTIVATION TO WORK (New York: John Wiley, 1959),
pp. 114-11%. :

<1

. cors . . 2
function withia his enviromment. Vroom 3 made the assumption that

people perform the same task differently because of their differ-
ences in ability and motivation., Traditionally, the emphasis for
greater production has been on training programs to increase a
person's ability to carry out a task. More recently, motivation
has captured the spotlight as a strategy for increasing the
performance and/or productivity of the wr&w<w&=m~o

In reviewing the literature relating to the development of
the individual in the organization, one discovers the psychological

foundation reported by zmmwos.wb

He proposed ‘hat man is a creature
of ever expanding wants. Once his basic needs have been satisfied
others take their place. Thus, man's needs may be ordered in a
hierarchy, starting with his basic biological requirements and
proceeding through a series of levels, each more intangible than
the preceding one. Once a need has been fairly well fulfilled, it
no longer acts as a motivating force, and man's efforts are then
directed toward satisfying the reed of the next level in the
hierarchy. 1In this hierarchy of needs Maslow has identified five
levels: (1) Physiological needs, (2) Safety needs, (3) Social
re2eds, (4) Ego needs (Self-Esteem and Status), and (5) Self-

actualizatior. needs.

23, ..
Victor H. Vroom and Edward L. Deci, MANAGEMENT AND MOTIVA-
TION (Baltimore: ?fenguin Books, 1970), p. 10.

24
Abraham H. Maslow, MOTIVATION AND PERSONALITY

Herper & Row, 1953), op. 80-91.

(New York:

s
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Others have developed the theme of the individual straining

25

to become all that he can become. Rogers ~ emphasized the impor-

26
tance of endeavoring to function fully; Bruner,

27

value of growth strivings. Fromm

the intrinsic

suggested that modern man's

concept of freedom must be changed to mean fraedom to be more

28
responsible, and Herzberg,

that healthy individuals Jook for
responsibility, develop commitments, and estzblish challenges.
mw~meﬂm=u~@ momnsmﬂ.uo mmmnrmnmnosmuww NorH.wN and many
others have suggested that the traditional school has not met the
needs of the individual suggested by the above writers. The develop-

ment of the multiunit elementary school (MUS) provides one vehicle

for analyzing both the organizational structure and the motivation

Nmnmnw R. Rogers, ON BECOMING A PERSON (Boston: Houghton-
Mifflin Co., 1961), pp. 163-196.

Nmumnoam Bruner, "The Act of Discovery', HARVARD EDUCATIONAL
REVIEW, (Winter, 1961), pp. 26-28.

Nwmnmn Fromm, THE ART OF LOVING (New York: Harpev & Row,
1956).

N@WHmamenr Herzberg and Roy M. Hamlen, "A Motivation-Hygiene
Concept of Mental Health,' MENTAL HYGIENE, (July, 1961), pp. 394-401.

anrmnwmm E. Silberman, CRISIS IN THE CLASSROOM (New York:
Random House, 1970).

w02mm~ Postman and Charles Weingartner, THE SOFT REVOLUTION
(New York: Delacarte Press, 1971).

uuuommvr Featherstone, SCHOOLS WHERE CHILNPREN LEARN (New
York: Liveright, 1971).

uw:mntmnn R. Kohl, THE OPEN CLASSROOM (New York: Vintage
Books, 1969).

<3

of teachers because the MUS requires different roles and functions

to be carried out by the administration and mnmmm.nmmcwnmnw in a
differerni organizational structure than that found in the traditional
elementary school,

The organization's relationship with the enviromment is
another facior which likely will cause a differance in organizational
structure between the multiunit (MUS) and non-multiunit (NMUS)
elementary school, Hage and >wwm=uu defined a stable environment
as one where envirommental factors had attained some degree of

34

equilibrium with the organization™ and an uastable environment as

one where environmental influences were in a state of m~cx.wm They
suggested that unstable environments tend to produce dynamic
organizational structures characterized by low centralization and
low formalization wiile stable environments tend to produce static
organizations characterized by high centralization and high
monamwmnmnmon.um

The MUS originated because various aspects of traditiomal
elementary schools hampered school and Research and Development

Center personnel in their cooperative efforts to improve children®

ecducational opportunities. Thus, the MUS represents a recent

uwumnmwu Kage and Michael Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGES IN COMPLEX
ORCANIZATION (New York: Random House, 1970).

wbHva.. p. 71.

35

-

bid., p. 7é.

wamvmn.. pp. 71-82,

-
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raaction to the environment, and may be an example of a dynamic
organization while the non-multiunit elementary school, having not

responded to.the environment, may represent a static organization.
Theoretical Framework

This study examined the relationship between the organizational
structure of two different types of schools and teacher motivation
as a function of the organization's reward system. For the purpose

of this study, organizational ‘structure was defined in terms of

37 . . . - . .
axiomatic theory of organizations. Motivation was defined

38 and Porter and vmtwmn.mue expectancy theory

Hage's
in term's of Vroom's
of motivation. A detailed explanation of each of these theories

will follow as w=1l as consideration of possible linkages between

these rbteqg izs.

Hage's Axiomatic Theory

Hage proposed four organizational means and four organiza-

tional ends which organizations use to accomplish specific and

wwhmnmwm Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organizations,” in
Fred D. Carver and Thomas J. Sergiovarni, (eds.), ORGANIZATIONS AXD
HUMAN BEBAVIOR: FOCUS ON SCHOOLS (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1259),
vvo OﬁlﬂHO. .

um<nooa. WORK, op. cit., pp. 8-28.

wwwwams W. Porter and Edward E. Lawler, 111, MANAGERIAL
ATTITUDES AND PERFORMANCE (Homewood, Illincis: Richard D, Irwin,
Inc., 1968), po. 15-40.

O

some times ::w&Lm goals. The organizational means consist of com-
plexity, centralization, formalization, and strarification variables
while the organizational ends are comprised of adaptiveness, pro-
duction, efficiency, and job satisfaction variables. The organiza-
tional means or inputs describe organizational structure; these
areas also represent the major change components of the multiunit
school organization. These variables are defined as follows:

Complexity: The degree to which different skills are

important to the onmmnwumnwon.bo Indicators of complexity

are the number of occupational specialties included in the

41

organization and the length of training for each.

Centralization: This refers to the hierarchy of authority--

the extent to which decision making is concentraied high up

in the organization or spread throughout the organization,

reaching the lower ~m<m~m.b~ An indicator or measure of

this concept is the extent to which teachers participate in
decision making and the number of areas in whichk they
43

participate.

Formalization: The degree to which variance is tolerated

within the rules defining the jobs within an onmmzwumnwon.bb

40y.pe and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 15-18.

bﬂzmmm. “An Axiomatic Theory," op. cit., p. 92.

bnmmmm and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 18-2i.

bwmbmm. "An Axiomatic Theory," op. cit., pp. 52-93.
4byape and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 21-22.
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An indicator or mreasure of this concect is the extent of

formal job descriptions and rules of operatlon within the

onwwnwuunwon.bm

The importance of rewards and how they are

distributed within the bnwwnwnmnwoz.hm

Stratification:

Indicators of strati-

fication are the differences in income and prestige among

jobs and the rate of mobility vmntmmm low- and high-ranking

jobs or status ~m<m~m.bu

Hage and Aiken suggested that there are two alternative
podes for each of the above four structural variables--one formal
and one informal mode. (See Figure 1). Thus, an organization can

obtain a high degree of complexity in two ways: through obtaining

workers with a high degree of formal training (i.e. ccllege degrees),
or by recruiting workers with large amounts of experience (i.e. in

the same job for a number of years).

bmmmmn. "An Axiomatic Theory," op. cit., p. 93.
46yage and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 23-25.

buxmmm- “"An Axiomatic Thzory," op. cit., pp. 91-92.

<7

Variable Mode Dimension
Formal Informal
Complexity Training Experience Skills
Centralization Authority Influence Power
Formalization Regulations Customs Rules
Stratification Status Prestige Rewards
Figure 1
48

Alternative Modes of Organizational Structure

Central to Hage's theory is the idea of functional strains

between the variables of organizational structure. This means that

all of the variables are interrelated and that an increase in one

49

variable will result in a decrease in other variables. The work

., 30 .
of Hage and Aiken™ suggested that the chzracteristics of particular
organizations <o not occur at random but rather are found in

definite patterns. Figure 2 indicates two characteristic structural

patterns of what Hage and Aiken termed the static and the dynamic

The difference in orgsnizational style also

type of organizaticn.

bm:mwm and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., p. 170.

;@mwnm. "An Axjomatic Theory", op. cit., p. 94.

0
3 Hage and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., p. xiii.
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was reported by Lurns and mnmwxonmw who labeled them organic Expectancy theory as formulated by Vroom (1964) hypothesized
that motivation or force to perform (F) is a multiplicative
furction of the valence of performing at some level (Vj) and
the expectancy rhat a given amount of effort will lead to that
performance level Amwuv. The valence of oerformance, in turn,
is hypothesized to be a multiplicative function of the sum of
the valences of the second level cutcomes which may derive

(dynamic) and mechanical (s:tatic).

. . from performing at j(Vx) and the instrumentation that j leads
Dynamic Model Static Model to k Auurv. AMCmu w: Mnm most basic form the theory mmmnmm
. that:
- m““ ’ High complexity Low complexity ) ﬂl|s
m Low centralization High centralization F=f rumw ?._n X p._._nv.lk— x mm.._
Mmm Low formalization High formalization All independent variables are hypothesized to be perceptual
m . in nature. ihat is, motivation to perform is presumed to
Low stratification High stratification be influenced by the individuals subjective feelings about
m"” valences, expectancies and instrumentalities. The theory
w would therefore predict, for example, that it is not
necessarily important whether a second level outcome (e.g.,
e promotion) was actually contingent on high performance.
m“w Figure 2 . Presumably an employee would bhe motivated to be a high per-
oa : former if he vaiued the outcome and felt it was contingent
52 :

. on bigh performance, The actual contingencv thus tears on
Two Ideal Types of Organizations 87 P tipgenc)

motivation only as it may influence the perceived no:nwswmsn%.mm

Figure 3 illustrates the pictorial model of expectancy theory
Expectancy Theory

as defined by Porter and Lawler. The following definitions are
Teacher motivation was defined in this study in terms of the central to understanding their model:
. .y -

organization's reward system measured by expectancy theory as Value of Reward refers to how attractive or desirable is

53 54 . a potential cutcome of an individuals behavior in the
delineated by Vroom™~ and Porter and Lawler. Schwab summarized work situation.36
expectancy theory in the following manner: Effort-reward probability refers to a= individual's per-
ception of whether differential records are based on
differential amcunts of effort on his part in the work

51 mwncmnwon.uw
Tom Burns and G. M. Stalker, THE MANAGEMENT OF MOTIVATION
. o (London: Tavistock Publications, 1961), p. 5.
52 " . .
Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory," op. cit., p. 99. >3ponald P. Schwab, "Impact of Reward System on Pay: Valence
53 . and Instirumertalitv Perceptions,' (unpublished paper, University of
Vroom, WORK, op. cit., pp. 8-28. Wisccnsin, Madison, Wiseonsin, 1972).
54
rorter ard Lawler, 2p. cit., pp. 15-40. m@anm.. p. 18.
57

Ibid., p. 21.
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Effort refers to the energy expended to perform some task,
but does not necessarily monnmwmnm with how successfully
o the task is carried out.?®

Role perceptions deal with the way in which the individual
defines his job--the types of effort he believes are essential

.

— —— <

]

VALUE OF
REWARD

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

to effective job vmnmonsmnnnooc s

\
SATISFACTION

Performance refers to a person's accomplishment on tasks that
comprise his job. Perfommance, in assence, is the net effect

of a person's effort as modified by his abilities and traits ’ -
and by his role perceptions. It czn be evaluated by objec-

tive measures such as physical output, or by subjective

measures such as ratings made by others or ratings made by

the individual himself.6l

PQUITABLE

REWARDS

PERCEIVED

Rewards are desirable states of affairs that a person
receives from either his own thinking or the actions of
othevs. For predicting future performance, the most impor-
tant things to know about rewards are their perceived size

. and their perceived degree of connection to past performance.

(FULF ILLMENT

L

\ 4
v
v

T

62

Perceived equitable rewards are defined as the amount of

ﬂAw Tewards that the person feels is fair, given his performance
on the tasks he hzs been asked to undertake by the
onwnnwnmnwon.mw

<

Figure 3. The Theoretical Model of Expectancy 'rhem'ys8

(ACCOMPLISHMENT)

Satisfaction is defined as the extent to which rewards

actually received meet or exceed the perceived equitable

level of rewards. The greater failure of actual rewards to
meet or exceed the perceived equitable level of rewards. The
greater failure of actual rewards to meet or exceed perceived
equitable rewards, the more dissatisfied a person is considered
to be in a given situation.6%

v

AND
TRAI'IS

ABILITIES
ROLE PERCEPTIONS

4

<

e

&
-~

3

mwwonnnn and Lawler, op. cit., p. 17.

oouvwn.. p. 25,

61

&
-~

L2

EFFORT— REWARD
PROBABILITY

1

Ibid., p. 28.

»\\ EFFORT [——> /\—-) PERFORMANCE REWARDS

l

62

PERCEIVED

Ibid., p. 29.

63

Ibid,, p. 30.

oaHv»m.. p. 31.

ssPorter and Lawler, op. cit., p. 17,

32
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The model suggests that satisfaction is indirectly dependent

upon performance. Brayfield and nnonxmnnou reported that altaough

many hypothesized that increased satisfaction motivated workers to
produce, it made more sense to assume that individuals are motivated

t> achieve certain environmental goals and that the'achievement of

these goals resulted in satisfaction. This concept is consistent

with the Porter and Lawler model. The model also can incorporate the

work of Kanoﬂmm in that the rewards be relevant to the needs of

the individual. The expectation is "that rewards will be valued by

an individual to the extent that he believes they will provide satis-
faction of his security, social esteem, autonomy and self-actualization

7 However, ertrinsic rewards may be more associated with the

:wmmm.:o

lower level needs while the intrinsic rewards are more associated
68

with the higher level need of self-esteem and self-actualization.

owbnnscn H. Brayfield and Walter H. Crocke:z:, "Employee
Attitudes and Employee Performance," in Victor H. Vroom and Edward L.

Deci, (eds.), MANAGEMENT AND MOTIVATICN (Baltimore: Penquin Books,
1970), pp. 72-73.

mo:mmwot. op. cit.

oum&tmnm E. Lawler III, and Lyman Porter, "Antecedent Attitudes
of Effectivc Managerial Performance," in Victor H. Vroom and Edward L.
Deci, (eds.), MANAGEMENT AND MOTIVATION (Baltimore: Penquin Bocks,

1970), p. 257.

ommnt»n& E. Lewler ITI, "Job Design and Employee Motivation,™
in Victor H. Vroom and Edward L. Deci, (eds.), MANAGEMENT AND MOTIVA-

TION (Baltimore: Penquin Books, 1970}, p. 162.

There are several pieces of research which suggest a possible

linkage between organizational structure and teacher motivation.
First, if the development of the multiunit school is indeed a move-
ment todward a more dynamic organization, it is conceivable that the
teachers might view their new work roles as being an act on the part

of administration to bestow greater recognition and responsibjlity

on particular teachers, such as team leaders. The change in structure

msy also be seen as an organizational advancement by some teac hers.
69 - Sy ey

Herzberg = stated tkat recognition, responsibility and advancement

were iaportant factors in job satisfaction, which as the model

indicates, is a product of greater performance brought about by

greater effort. This change in role, the stratification variabl-~
of :mmm.muo axiomatic theory of organizational structure, is of
71

particular importance in attempting to explain wotivation. Barnard

reasoned that the desire to advance through the organizational strata
would lead to greater work commitment and grezter effort on the part

of the worker. Barnard also pointed out that income was not the only
reward factor which could te utilized to elicit greater motivational
. 72

levels. Prestige and esteem could also be employed. Vrooxz's

ow:mnnvnnm. Mausner, and Bloch, op. cit.
uozbwm. "An Axiomatic Theory," op. cit., pp. 91-110.

1
7 Chester Barnard, 'Functions and Pathology of Status System
in Formal Organizations,' in William Foote Whyte (ed.), INDUSTRY AND
SCCIETY (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1946), pp. 46-83.

72yjctor K. Vroom, WORK AND MOTTVATION (New York: John
Wley, 1964), pp. H-28.
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model of expectancy theory provides another important link between
organizational structure anrd motivation because "importance of rewards"
(stratification to use Hage's term) constitutes the "valence of
second-level outcomes® (Vroom's term) component of motivation. This
being the case, one would expect that the change in role or structure
of the MUS organization could cause a change in the lewvel of teacher
motivation,

Vroom stated that pers»>ns who are given an opportunity to
participate in makinz decisions which have future effects on them
perform at a higher lewel than those who are not given such an oppor-
n::wnw.wu This statement links Hage's centralization variable
directly to performance. Vertical job enlargements (another form of
decentralization as far as the MUS is concerned) was reported by

4

Hhﬂwmﬂq to have a .ositive effect on motivation.

The dynamic organization, being more professionally oriented,
may have a tendency to produce less anxiety in the work situation.
Should this be so, 4udoﬂwm would predict an increase in the performanc.
of the workers. This would again link organizational structure and

motivation.

wu<ﬂoosu WORK AND MOTIVATION, op. cit., p. 267.

wbhhtwmﬂ. op. cit., p. 168,

umcwnnOH H. Vroom, "The Nature of the Relationship Between
Motivation and Perforwmance," in Victor H. Vroom and Edward L. Deci,
(eds.), MANAGEMENT AND MOTIVATION (Baltimore: Penquin Books, 1970),
p. 233.

%
o)

The number of individuals within the organization may produce
an anxiety laden environment detrimental to motivation and/or
performance because of the stresses it may cause. Hall stated,

Large size has an impact on the individuals in the

organization, There is more stress, and the depersonaliza-
tion process can lead to a great deal of discomfort for many
members. These negative consr ,uences are at least partially
alleviated by the presence of informal friendship groups
found in all organizations.’6
The multiunit school may formally provide the friemdship groups
mentioned above. Size, as measured by the number of certified

staff members on the school staff, constituted a fifth independent

variable in the study.
Bypotheses to be Tested

The purpose of this study was to examine the relationships
between organizational structure and teacher motivation in MUS and
non-multiunit (NMUS) elementary schools in order to detcrmime in
what ways the MUS type of organization may be more compatible with
the needs of individual teachers. The following hypotheses formed
the basis of the study. It was hypothesized that there will be no
significant difference between:

1. The number of teachers in MUS and NMUS elementary schools.
2. The complexity of organization in MUS and NMUS elementary

schools.

ﬂowmnrmnm H, Hail, ORGANIZATIONS: STRUCTURE AND PROCESS

(Bnglewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1972), p. 138,

36
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3.-The perceived centralization of decision making in MUS and
NMUS elementary schools.
4, The perceived formalication of the organization in MUS and
NMUS elementary schools.,
5. The perceived stratification of the organization in MUS and
NMUS elementavy schools.
6. The motivation oi teachers in MUS and NMUS elementary schools.
It also was hypothesized that there will be no significant relation=
ship between:

7. The number of teachersand teacher motivations in MUS

elementary schools,

8. The complexity of organization and teacher motivation in
MUS elementary schools.

9, The perceived centralization of decision making and teacher
motivation in MUS elementary schools.

10. The perceived formalization of the organization and teacher
motivation in MUS elementary schools.

11, The perceived stratification of the organization and teacher
motivation in MUS eletnentary schools.

12, The nmmber of teachers and teacher motivation in NMUS elemen-
tary schools,

13, The complexity of organization and teacher motivation in
NMUS elom;ntary schools,

14, The perceived certralization of decisfon making and teacher

motivation in MMUS elementary schools.

Q 'f‘vy
ERIC (W)
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15, The perceived formalization of the organization and teacher
motivation in NMUS elementary schools.
16, The perceived stratification of the organization and teacher

motivation in NMUS elementary schools.
Significance and Limitations

The study was significint for several reasons. First, it was
hoped that the study would be able to shed some light on how schools
can alter their structures and reward systems to increase teacher
motivation to carry out their essential tasks. Second, instruments
and methodology were developed to help further research in the area
of organizational structure variables and motivation. Thiwd, it
helped establish the relative importance of different kinds of
rewards to teachers.

There are also limitations to the study which should be
indicated, First, the study was limited to public elementary schools
in the State of Wisconsin and, therefore, results of the sStudy may
not extend beyond that limited population. Second, only one
organizational level (teachers) was studied although it is obvious

that several levels exist within any organization,
Overview of the Study

This chapter included consideration of the nature of the

study, a review of the related literature, the theqretical framework

oS
@
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for the study, the hypotheses to te tested, and the significance and
limitations of the study. In Chapter 11 the design of the study 1is
described. Chapter III sncluces a description of the data analvsis
and findings. In Chapter IV, a summary of the findings, conclusions,

and implications for further research and practice are presented.
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. . CHAPTER IT

DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Nmnﬂwnmmnw divided the field of social scientific research

into four major categories: laboratory experimerts, field experi-
2 - -
ments, field studies. and survey research. Katz subdivided field

studies into two broad types: exploratory and hypothesis-testing.

The exploratory type of field study attenpts to ascertain '‘what

is" while the hypothesis-testing type endeavors to predict

relationships between variables. This study encompassed bDotn types

of field studies. It attempted tou discover the relative organiza-

tional structure of both multiunit (US) and non-nultivnit QMUS)

elementary schools as well as to asceitain Hmwmnwonmrwvm botween the

variables of organizational structure and the rotivational level of

teachers.
This chapter will describe the study population, sampling

technique, data collection, instrumentation, and metheds of analysis

utilized in the study.

FOUNDATIONS OF BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH

1
ard Winstor, 196%), p. 375.

Fred N. “o.ager,
(ew York: tiolt .lnehart
2

SCIENCES, (Mew Vorn:  Hol

UNDATIONS OF DDAV
y

RESFARCE MLTHCDS IX TUI BEHAVIORAL
natv and Winseor, 1932), in Fred K.
1L DESEARLH, (New vork: Holc,

.

2

Kerlinger, FOUls
Rincl.art ond Wiuston, 1%},

The Study Population

The original population for this study consisted of alil public
elementary schools in the State of Wisconsin {ocutside the Miluvaukee
School Distzict) which had ten sr morz staff members as of September,
1971. AHrm scheols in Milwaukee were eliminated because being
governed by different state statutes as they are and being in the

only major metropoliitan area in the state, it was felt they were

atypical of the elementary schools in the State of Wisconsin. The

original population was divided into two sub-populations by

separating out the schools which had implemented the multiunit

elementary school (MUS) concept. The remaining subpopulation of

non-oui tiunit elementary schools.

738 schools was latzled
The multiunit school {MUS) sub-population was submitted to

additional criteria before being sampled. Mulriunit schools which

had not been in operation for at least one school year as of

September, 1971, were eliminated. The remaining list of schools

was submitted to George Glassrud, an employee of the Dapartiment of
Public Instruction and a consultant to the research and Development
Center, who eliminated schools which claimed to be multiunit but
which, in his judgment, were not implementing the concept fully or
correctly., This left a sub-population of 61 nultiunit elementary
Table I illustrates the selection process which

schools (MUS).

defired ecach sub-ptpulatior.

15
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TABLE 1

SELECTION CRITERIA USED TO DEFINE THE MUS AND NMUS SUBPOPULATIONS

Criteria Number Balance
Total number of elementary
schools in the State of
Wisconsin, 19711 1,739
Number of elementary
schools with fewer than
10 staff membersl 758 981
Number of elementary
schools in Milwaukeel 116 865

2 : . 3
Kumber of MUS 127 738

2 :
Number of MUS 127
Number of MUS in operation
for less than one %QNHN 55 72
Number of MUS not actually
functioning in the MUS s
modes 11 61
wmocnnmu State of Wiscorsin, Department of Public Instructicn.
2

Source: University of Wisconsin, Research and Development
Center for Cognitive Learning.

umcvvovcwmnwoau Non-multiunit Elementary Schools (NMUS)

4 .
Source: George Glassrude, State of Wisconsin, Department of
Public Instruction.

mmcvvovc—mnmonu Multiunit Elementary Schools (MUS)

42

From eack subpopulation, a random sample of 40 schools was
gelected. Teacher attitudes and percepticns were agregated to
establish a measure for each unit of analysis (the individual
school). For schoois with ten to fifteen staff members, all staff
members were given questionnaires. For schools with more than
fifteen staff members, a random sample of fifteen teache:. was

3

selected. All random samples were generated using the IRANDX

computer program.
Collection of the Data

Once the sample schools had been selected, the principals of
each school were contacted by telephone to clicit their copoperation
and support of the study. The principals of one NMUS and three MUS
elementary schools refused to participate in the study at this
time, stating that they were either too busy during the last month
of school to be bothered or that their schools had been so inundated
by studies already that they telieved they could not ask their

. . .
staffs to answer any more questionnaires.

Packets were prepared for each school which agreed to partici-

pate. Each packet consisted of the following items:

wcmnnwm W. Spuck and Donald N. MclIsaac, "Trogram IRANDX,"
(unpublished paper, Wisconsin Information Systems for Education,
Wniversity of Wisconsin, Madisnnm, Wisconsin, Revision 3, Septercber,

1971).

Q
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1. A large mailing envelope addressed to the principal of each
school containing all other materials.

2. A cover letter giving specific directions to the principal
for distributing, completing, and returning the question-

naires to the researcher (See Appendix A).

3. An Organizational Ccamplexity checklist to be completed by
the principal (See Appendix B).

4, A list of teachers who should receive the questionnaires.

5. A labelled enve ope containing a questionnaire for each
teacher to be surveyed (See Appendix C).

6. A self-addressed, stamped envelope for the batch return of
all of the questiomnaires and the complexity checklist.

The packets were mailed in early May, 1972 and data collection
continued for the remainder of that month. Follow-up telephone calls
and letters were used to obtain responses from schools which did

not return their questionnaires and/or checklists after two weeks
(See Appendix D).

One Non-rmultiunit school and three Multiunit schools did not
return the questionnaires, even with follow-up attempts. The reasons
given for non-reply were the same as those for :o:avmnnwnwvmnwmn.

No factor seemed to differentiate the respondents from the non-
respondents. Table II details the return by type of school. The
principal and the teacher returns by school are listed in Table III
for '™MtS and in Table 1V for MUS. .

It should e noted that altnough both MUS and NMUS had about
the same rate of t=acher returns (89 and 90 percent), the pattern of

returrs was different. The MUS had more perfect returns (100%) and

a4

TABLE I

SUMMARY OF SCHOOL PARTICIPATION

Total number of schools
in sample

Number of schools refusing
to participate

Number of schools agreeing
to participate

Number of schools refusing
to return questionnaires

Total number of respondent
schools

NMUS MUS
Number % Number %
40 100.0 40 100.0
1 2.5 3 7.5
39 97.5 37 92.5
1 2.5 3 _1.5
38 95.0 3¢ 85.0
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TABLE III

RETURNS OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS OF NON-MULTIUNIT
SCHOOLS AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE

School Principals (Checklist) Teachers (Questionnaire)

Number Sent  Returmed % Sent Returned pA
1 1 1 100 12 12 100
2 1 1 100 10 8 ) 80
3 1 1 =930 15 14 93
4 1 1 100 15 15 100
5 1 1 100 11 9 82
6 1 1 100 15 14 93
7 1 1 100 . 15 14 a3
g 1 1 100 15 10 €7
9 1 1 100 11 11 100

10 i 1 100 15 12 80

11 Did not respond after agreeing to participate -

12 1 1 100 15 13 87

13 1 1 100 15 15 100

14 1 1 100 15 13 7

15 1 1 100 13 12 92

16 1 1 100 15 14 93

17 1 1 100 13 13 100

18 1 1 10¢ , 15 15 100

19 1 1 100 15 12 80

20 1 1 100 15 8 53

21 1 1 100 15 15 100

22 1 1 100 10 10 100

23 1 1 100 11 11 100

24 1 1 100 15 14 93

25 1 1 100 15 15 100

26 1 1 100 15 15 100

27 1 1 100 15 12 80

28 1 1 100 11 9 82

29 1 1 100 15 14 93

30 1 1 100 11 8 73

31 1 1 10 i5 13 87

3z 1 1 100 12 11 92

23 X 1 100 15 14 93

34 1 1 100 15 15 100

35 1 1 100 15 15 100

36 1 1 100 15 . 14 93

37 1 1 100 12 9 75

33 1 1 100 15 15 100

39 1 1 100 13 9 69

Torall 38 32 100 525 472 90

170:a1s and cverall percentaged do not include schools which did
not respond after agreeing to participate.

a6

RETURNS OF PRINCIPALS AND TEACHERS OF MULTIUNIT
SCHOOLS AGREEING TO PARTICIPATE

TABLE IV

School Principals (Checklist) Teachers (Questionnaire)
Number Sent  Returned % Sent  Returned A
40 1 1 100 10 5 50
41 1 1 100 15 15 100
42 1 1 100 15 15 100
43 1 1 100 10 10 100
&4 1 1 100 14 13 93
45 1 1 100 15 14 93
46 Did not respond after agreeing to participate

47 1 1 100 15 15 100
48 1 1 100 15 15 100
49 1 1 100 15 13 87
50 1 1 100 15 14 93
51 1 1 100 15 15 100
52 1 1 100 15 15 100
53 1 1 100 15 15 100
54 1 1 100 15 14 93
55 1 1 100 15 14 93
56 1 1 100 15 15 100
57 1 1 100 15 15 10C
58 1 1 100 15 14 93
59 1 1 100 15 8 53
60 1 1 100 15 14 93
61 1 1 100 13 8 62
62 1 1 100 15 10 67
63 1 1 100 15 15 100
64 1 1 100 15 i3 87
65 1 1 100 15 14 93
66 1 1 100 15 12 80
67 1 1 100 13 13 100
68 1 1 100 14 8 57
69 Did not respond after agreeing to participate

70 Did not respond after agreeing to participate

71 1 1 100 15 11 73
72 1 1 100 15 15 100
73 1 1 100 15 9 60
74 1 ) 100 15 14 93
75 1 1 100 15 15 100
76 1 1 100 13 13 100
Totall 34 34 100 < 438 83

l9otals and overall percentages do not include schools which did
not respond afiter agroeing to participate.

a7
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tore very low return rates and had the minority in the moderately

meh range. Table V shows the pattern of teacher return by school

LABL

pe.

= TABLE V

==

m"” TEACHER RETURN RATE PATTERNS:

.Mw MUS AND NMUS SCHOOLS

T

3

M»Eg Rate MUS NMUS
Percentage) Number z Number %
Perfect--100 15 44 14 37
70 - 99 13 38 21 55
Less than 70 6 18 3 - 8
Totals 34 100 38 106

During the follow-up process, several reasons for non-response

on the part of the teachers were discovered. These reasons were as

monotmu.

1. The teacher had died during the school year.

2, The teacher was no longer on the staff of the particular
school due to:

a. being fired.
b. quitting.
c. a leave of absence.

d. extended illness,
e. being transferred within the school discrict.

3. The list of teachers supplied the Department of Public

Instruction by the school was incorrect and contained tne
names of people who would be inaporopriate for the study.

a8

19

a. Teachers no longer on the staff.

b. Teacher aides and tecacher interns.

c. School psychelogists, play therapists, and
half-time teackers.

4. The teacher felt it was too much work and simply refused
to fill out the questionnaire.

Instrumentation

To coumpare and relate the variables of organizational structure
and teacher motivation, the attitudes and perceptions of school
staff members were required to establish scores for the individual
schools. To obtain these scores, a questionnaire was developed.
The purpose of this questiomnaire was to translate nrmonmﬂmnmw

constructs into observable indices which could be used for description

ard explanation. Fach scale will be discussed in terms of the

theoretical construct(s) it purports to measure.

Organizational Structure

Organizational structure was defired in terms of Hage's axio-

4

matic theory of organizations. The variables were operationalized

along lines similar to those of EOHwaum but modified better o suit

the population of public elementary school teachers.

bhmnwwn :mmn and Michael Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE IN COMPLY
ORGANIZATICNS ‘e York: Randomn House, 1970).

mxoconn V. lietzel, "The Relationship Between Organizational
Structure and Crganizational Acapiability in Departmerts of Curriculum
and Instruction," (unpublished Doctora! dissertation, University of
Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 1971), /fapendin A, pr. 2&-90.

49

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

School size was measured in terms of the number of staff
members in the school acceording to lists obtained through the State
of Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction. The range of scores
for this index was 10 through 35.

Complexity is the degree to which different kinds of skills
are represented within an onwmumnwnwos.m mmwmu suggested that the
number of occupational specialties in the organization was an
indicator of complexity. The .rgan izational Complexity checklist
included the different specialties which might be found in an elemen-
tary school (See Appendix B). It was to be completed by the principal,
the individual most likely to be aware of all of the different
specialists in the building. The complexity index was tabulated by
surming the number of different specialties checked.

Centralization is the degree to which decision making is con-
centrated high up in the organization or spread throughout the organ-

8

ization, reaching the lower levels. The extent to which staff

members participate in decision making and the number of areas in

9

which they participate are measures of centralization. Page two

oumnmﬂm Fage and Michael Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE IN COMPLEX ORGAN-
IZATIONS

{New York: Random House, 1970), pp. 15-18.
uumnmﬂm Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory of Organizations," in Fred
D. Carver and Thomas J. Sergiovanni (eds.), ORGANIZATIONS AND HUMAN
BEHAVIOR; FOCUS ON SCHOOLS (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1959), p. 92.

mzmwm and Aikon, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 18-21.

czwwm. “An Axiomatic Theory,' op. cit., pp. 92-93.

(items 1-12) of the teacher questionnaire contains the centralization

scale. The questions represent different areas in which teachers

The extent

of their participatizn was measured using a five-point memnnmo

might be expected to make decisions (See Appendix C).

scale. A centralization score was computed for each teacher by summing

the scores for cach item of the scale. High scores indicated

centralized organizations while low scores characterized decentralized

~

* schools.

Formalization is the degree to which the organization tolerates

11

variance within the jobs of the organization. Since formal job

description and rules of operation define these tasks, mmmmHM has
suggested that one measure of formalization is the extent of and
4Hbacwnmm adberence o formal job descriptions and rules of operation.
The formalization scale is found on pages two and three (items 13-18)
of the teacher questicnnaire (See >vvr:mmx C). Each question attempted

to determine, by use of a five-point Hw#mnnmw

scale, the extent to
which the school requires strict adherence to formal rules and
regulations. The sccres for each item were summed to determine a

formalization score for each teacher. A low score indicated a

Honmwvmﬂn San, EMPIRICAL FOUNDATIONS OF TLUCATIONAL RESEARCH,

(Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice ¥all, 196%), pp. 219-220.

Myage and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 21-23. )

12 . . .
Hage, "An Axiomatic Theory,™ op. cit., p. 93,

uumnz. op. cit., pp. 2192-220.
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highly formal school while a high score was an indicatiom of a school

low in formalizcotion.

Stratification refers to the importance of rewards and how

14

they are distributed within the organization. Stratification may

be operationalized by measuring the extent to which status levels

. . 1 e .
exist within the organization, 3 The stratification scale is located

on pages threc and four (items 19-30) of the teacher guestionnaire

(See Appendix C). Each item was designed to determine the extent to

which some teachers had more prestige or status than others; a

16

five-poiut Likert The scores for euch item were

scale was used.

surmmed to determine a stratification score for each teacher. A low

score indicated a high 2egree of stratification while a high score
was indicative of an organization perceived to be low in

stratification,

Teacher Motivation

17
- - - 1
Teacher motivation was operationalized in terms of Vroom's

18

and Porter and Lawler's The importance

model of expectancy theory.

Hbzmmm and Aiken, SOCIAL CHANGE, op. cit., pp. 23-25.

s
Huzmmm. “An Axiomatic Theory." op. cit., pp. 91-92.

165ax, op. cit., pp. 219-220.

17y ctor H. Vroom, WORK AND MOTIVATION,

(New York: John Wiley,
1964), pp. 5-28.

wmrwam: W, Porter and Edward E. Lawler, III, MANAGERIAL ATTITUDES
AND PERFORMANCE, {Homcwood, Illinois: Richard D. Irwin, 1968), pp. 15-
40.

ol

21

of a reward and the probability om receiving the reward after a good
performance on the job are said to interact in a multiplicative
fashion to determine the effort or motivatiounal level of the individ-
ual. According to the theéory, a particular reward was highly
motivational in nature if a teacher felt it was both important and
there was a high probability of receiving it as a result of a success-
ful teaching performancz2, The reward was seen as non-motivational
if th2 reward was unimportant and the liielihood of receiving it was
small. The reward was considered to motivate to a limited extent if
it was seen as important but the probability of receiving it was
small or if it was unimportant but the probability of receiving it
was great.

The motivation items appear on pages four through eight (items
The list of

31-100) of the teacher questionunaire {See Appendix ).

possible rewards or secondary outcomes was derived from Spuck's

.

-
4

Teacher Reward and Satisfactirm Scale (TRASS).

N

Spuck presented
eight reward categories derived from the works of Barnard, Maslow,

Xatz a-d Kahn, and Lortia. Spuck labelled these categories as

follows:

1. Ability to influence schoel policy
2, Environmental working conditions

3. Support and recognition of community
4, Social relations with peers

5. Physical conditions

19
Dennis ¥. Spuck, "Reward Structures in Public High Schools,”

(unpubiished Doctoral dissertation, Claremsnt Graduate School,
Claremcunt, California, 1970), pp. 200-229,

o3

Q
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6. Pride of workmanship

7. Material incentives

8. Agreement with district goals and policies.
Items based on each of the eight categories were used but modified to
some extent to fit the elementary school., The importance of the
reward (valence) and the probability of receiving the rewards were
collected on each reward item using a five-point ﬁ»wmnnwo scale.
Motivation scores for each item were obtained by taking the product

of the importance score and the probability mnonm.NH

Overall motiva-
tion scores for each teacher were determined by summing the
motivation scores over all items.
. 22 . .
Factor analysis techniques were used to assign each of the
possible rewards on the moLivation scale to a group consisting of
itecs with similar characteristics (See Appendix E}. These cate-

gories were then named to reflect, insofar as pcssible, the factor

common to all items in the same group.

Unit of Analysis Scores

The unit of analysis for the study was the individual schooi.
School size and complexity scores were measured directly. School
scores for the variables c¢f centralization, formalization, stratifica-

tion, and motivation were obtained by computing the mean of thz

NOmmx. op. cit., pp. 219-220.

1
2 H. Scott Herrick, "Frogram SCOTT.CARD," {unpubl ished paper,
Universicy of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 1972).

”
22t ed N. Kerlinger, FOUNDATIONS OF BEHAVIORAL RESEARCH,

(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1964), pp. 630-687.

o4

teacher scores for each variable within each mnroo~.ww

Reliability and validity

wa reliability of an instrument is the degrce to which it
consistently measures whatever it actually does Smmmcnm.wb Three i
different types of reliability coefficients have been differentiated
by the American Psychological Association: stability, equivalence, -

25

and internal comsistency. Each measure for this study had several

items and it was necessary to detemmine how well zach item measured

the same thing as the other items on the same sczle. Therefore,

:+e¢ index of internal consistency was used to establish the relia-

bility of each mnmmmr

The split-half method is cne proccdure fcr deriviang an I
26

ndaox
of internal consistency. After the test is given, it is divided
into two separate halves and scored. The scores are then correlated
with one another to compute the index of intermal consistency.
Coefficient Alpha is a special technique which provides an estimate

of the average reliability for all possible splits provided the test

is a power test, rzther than a speed test, and it will not be

23 - ~
H. Scott Herrick, "Progran SCOTT.MESS,” (unpublished paper, -A
Universitv of Wisconsin, MNadison, Wisconsin, 1972, |
24 e |
Joseph Tiffin and Eraest McCormick, INDUSTRIAL FSYTHOLOGY, . A
(Englewsod Cliffs, New Jersvy: FPrentice-fiall, 1965), p. 129. : |
25 |

"Technical Recomm
Dizgnostic Technicues
51 (March, 1934),

2
mﬂwmmws and McCormick, op. cit., p. 123,

ndations Inr Prveholuzical Teste and
LEMENT TO THE PSYCTIOLOGICAL 2ULLETIN,
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influenced over time as in measures of stability. Nunnally

expressed the formula for Coefficient Alpha as followss

2

where,
k = the number of items in the scale or test
AWmN = the standard deviation of items in the scale or test
AuﬂwN = the standard deviation of the scale or test

Alphas were computed for each perceptual variable during the pilot

29

study using program HWH»H. Revisgions were then made to increase

the reliability of each scale. Table VI gives the Alphas before

and after revision.

TABLE VI ’
PILOT STUDY TEST RELIABILITY

Before Revision After Revision

Test Item N Alpha Item X Alpha
Centralization 12 8548 12 8577
Formalization 12 -5259 6 -6055
Stratification 14 8476 12° .8911
Motivation . 74 .8854 70 -8973

Numhu. op. cit., pp. 160-162,

2
wu:B C. Nunnally, PSYCHOMETRIC THEORY, (New York:

1967), p. 196.

29bennis W. Spuck, "Program TSTAT," (ungublished paper, Wigcon-
sin Information Systems for Education, University of Wisconsin,

Madison, Wisconsin, 1971).

McGraw-Hill,

o6

23

The validity of a test refers to the degree to which the test

is capable of achieving the aims or purposes it was intended to

30

serve. The American Psychological Association has identified four

31
and construct,

types of validity: content, predictive, concurrent,
To insure that each scale had sampled as much of the subject matter
domain as possible, groups of “experts" were used to evaluate the
coatent validity. Judgments on the content were obtained from the
following sources:
1. the literature

L 2. graduate students in i: . field of educational administration
3. professors in the field of educational administration

4. MUS and NMUS teachers during the pilot study.
Analysis of the Data

Hypotheses one through six required that the mean scores of
the MUS and NMUS be compared to see if significant differences
existed. One-way analysis of variance was used to compare these

32 33

means. The computations were carried out using the STATJOB*ONEWAV1

computer program.

wOHMmen and McCormick, op. cit., p. 127,

3Nugachnical Recommendat ions,' op. cit

wntﬁwwvma L. hHays, STATISTICS FOR PSYCHOLOGISTS, {(New Yorl:
Holt, Rinchart, and Winston, 1963), pp. 356-3§5,

wu=o=01rr% Analysis of Variance--OFEWAY1."
of Wisconsin Computiag Center, Madison, Wiscersin, 1966), Vol,
Section 3.3, pp. 1-32.

STATIOR (iUniversity
v -

o7

Q
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Hypotheses seven through sixteen attempted to determine if any
of the variables of organizational structure were useful in r.clping

predict the level of teacher motivation. Multiple regression tech-

niques allow one to predict from several variables considered

% .

simultaneously. This prediction equation is based on the

assumption that the relationships between variables are lirear.
Consequently, the analysis focused on the questions of whether a
linear relationship existed, the strength of the relationship, and

the usefulness of a linecar equation 1n predicting the motivational

levels of nwmnwmnm.uw

Stepwise multiple repression has the additional
feature of allowing one to observe the individual predictive contri-
bution of each variable 2s it is added to the regression mncmnwon.wa
Stepwise multiple linear regress‘on was the specific techrique used
for each group and it was calculated using the mHmemnwwu

computer

vuownwi using a runstream translation prepared by the mmﬂmﬂwwm

computer program.

ub:u%m. op. cit., p. 567.
331bid., p. 491.
36

Frederick P. Stofflet ard Dennis W. Spuck, "Program WISE*LIB.
SETSTP," (unpublished paper, Wisconsin Information Systems Zor
Education, iniversity of Wisconsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 1971),
pp. 6-7.

uu:Mnmvtwmo Multicie Regression Analysis - STEPREC1," STATJOE
(University 2f Wisconsin Computing Center, Madison, Wisconsin, 1969),
Vol, VI - Section 3-7, pp. 1-85.

wmmno»mwon and Spuck, op. cit.

o8

The 70 items on the motivation scale were factor analyzed
to reduce them to several smaller, homocene-uc groups in the hope

that some general mctivational categories could be ascertained (See

Appendix E). This was done using the wHQManuo computer program,

All computations were carried out at the University of

Wisconsin Computing Center under a grant provided by the University

of Wisconsin Graduate School.

39 . .

] Dennis 17, Sruek and o:JmHm N. Mcisaac, "Prozram PIGFACT,™
(unpublished papcr, Visconsin Information Systems for Educatior,
University of Wicconsin, Nadiron, Wiscensin, 1972).

S99
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CHAPTER III
PRESENTATION OF THE DATA

This chapter consists of two sections. The first section
eals with data related to a comparison of multiunit (MUS) and non-
multiunit (NMUS) elementary schools on each of the independent and
dependent variables as dictated by Hypotheses one through six. The
sccond section deals with Hypotheses seven through sixteen which
analyze the relationships between the variables of organizational

structure and teacher motivation.
Comparison of School Tyges

The comparison of school types was carried out by applying
analysis of <mnmm=nm~ techniques to the mean scores for each
variable for each MUS and NMUS. The group means and standard
deviations for each variable are listed in Table VII. Table VII
also shows the direction of the differences between school types

even though some of these differences were not significant at the

+05 level,

wﬂwﬁywma L. Hays, STATISTICS FOR PSYCHOLOGISTS (New York:

Holt, Rinehart, snd Winston, 1963), pp. 336-335,

O

25

TABLE VII

SUMMARY OF DESCRIPTIVE
STATISTICS FOR EACH VARIABLE

Zcmﬁznwbw zzam_zuwPN

Variable Name Mean sd Mean sd
Size 20.41 6.12 18.58 6.67
Complexity 15.88 4.08 15.76 3.77
Centralization 38.20 4.38 42.40 4,06
monllwhNhn»ou~ 18.12 2.77 18.04 1.90
Stratification’ 40.15 3.71 37.15  4.70
Motivation related to

working conditions 363.50 57.40 369.11 31.33
Motivation related to

administration 274.62 32.66 224.84 28.95
Motivation related to

fringe benefits 135.79 23.88 113.97 13.84
Motivation related to

social relations 163.79 18.61 142.79 15.52
Motivation related to )
decision making 129.47 15,09 110.55 15.74
Motivation related to

all categories (TOTAL) 1067.60 103.71 1011,30 93.58

1
Item scaling was reversed; that is the higher the score, tae less

the characteristic. 1In subsequent reporting of correlational data,
the signs were reversed on these variables to clarify directional
relationships.

61
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Differences in Jndependent Variables

Table VI1II summarizes the varicus analysis of variance tables
for Hypotheses one threugh five. It indicates that there were no
significant differences tetween MUSs and ¥MUSs in the variables of
size, complexity, and perceived formalization., Thus,
Hypothesis l: There is no significant differconce in the
number of staff members between multiunit (MUS) and non-
multiunit (NUS) schools,
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference in the
complexity of organization between multiunit (MUS) and
non-multiunit (XMUS) elementary schonls,

ard
Rypothesis 4: There is no significant difference in per-

ceived formalization between multiunit (MJS) and non-
multiunit (MMUS) elementary schoeols

could not be rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Table VIII indicates a highiy significant difference between

MUSs and NMUSs in perceived centralization and stratification.

Hypothesis 3: There is nc significant difference in
perceived centralization of decision makirng vetween
multiunit (MUS) and ron-meltiunit (3T1US) elerentary
schools

and

There is mno sizrificant disfference in

fiypotnecis 5: T
perceived stirctification between muitiunit (MUS) and
non-mrltiunit (TS} elewentary schools

were rejected at the ,05 level of significance. N'USs were found

to be more centralized ard more stratified than MUSs.

62

TABLE VIII

HYPOTHESES ONE THROUGH FIVE
DIFFERENCES IN ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURE

BETWEEN MULTIUNIT AND NON-MULTIUNTT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Significance
F-Ratio Level

Mean Square
Within

Mean Square
Between

Variable

1,465 0230

40,1357

60,2788

Size

15.37711 .017 .898

+2540

Complexity

.000

17,843

17.7594

316.8877

Centralization

.018 .893

5.5315

.1016

Formalization

004

8.924

18,1364

€3

161,8447

Stratification

IC
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Differeuces in De~.ndent Vaviables

The variable of teacher motivation was subdivided ints five
(5) subvariables based upon the different types of possible rewards

. < 2
available to teachcrs.

The categories were labeled according to
rewzards having to do with: 1) working corditions, 2) administration,
uv fringe or negotiated berefits, 4) social! relations, and
5) involvement in decision making and policy fommulatinn. Each sub-
category score, as well as the total motivation score, was treated
as a separvate depcrndent variable.

Table IX sumrmarizes the various danzlysis of variance tables
for each mCGGanmOn% as well as for total motivation. There was
no mwmsmmwnmnw.ammmmnnsnm between MUSs and NMUSs in motivation
related to working conditions or admiunistration.

Table IX indicates a highly significant difference between
MUSs and KMUSs in motivation related to fringa benefits, social
relations, and invclvement in decision mzking. There was also a
highly significant d:{ference between school types in total teacher
motivation, Thus,

-

:mﬁowm:ommmnwmwnmnaammmmnmnnown
on between multiunit (MUS) and non-
clementary schools

Bypothesis &: 7
teacher motivati
multivnit (2US)

was rejected at the .05 level of significance. Teachers in MUSs were

significantly more motivated to do their job than teachers in NUMSs--

Nwmo Appendis E

frr a2 cemplete discussion of the analysis to
subdivide cthe mativatios a n

le ints Zive (5) subdbscales.

<
1%
0

TABLE IX

HYPOTHESTS SIX
DIFFERENCES TN TEACHER MOTLVATION

BETWEEN MULTIUNIT AND NON-MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

ficance

i
Level

Signi

Mean Square

Mean Square

Within F=-Ratio

Betwean

Variable

tivation related to
working conditions

Mo

. 604

2,071,9732 «272

563.7500

Motivation related to
administration

945,8165 .001 .978

+ 7500

Motivation related to

.000

23.091

370.0078

8,543,8906

fringe benefits

Motivation related to

.000

26.483

298.9414

social relations

7,916,9687

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Motivation related to

decision making

.000

26,955

238.2555

6,422,109

Motivation related to

5.882 .018

9,699,1785

57,047.000

all categpories (TOTAL)

27
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especially when rewards for good performance were related to fringe

benefits, social relations, and/or involvement in decision making.

Relationships Between Variables

. 3
Pearspn product-moment correlations™ were used to develop a

background useful in interpreting the additional data. Table X
contains the correlation matrix for MUSs while Table XI contains
simular information related to NMUSs. Each correlation matrix was
subdivided into three major sections in order teo examina the
Hmwmnwonmrwvm between 1) the variables of organizational structure,
2) the variaples of organizational structure and teacher motivation,
and 3) the variables of teacher motivation.

Multiple linear Hmmnmmmwonb techniques were used to determine
the extent to which the <NHWWV~mm of organizational structure were
useful in predicting each of the categories of teacher motivation.
Since the motivation scale had been divided into mw<m subscales,
the techniques of multiple linear regression were applied to each
subscale as well as to the overall motivation mnmwm. In addition,
multiple linear regression was applied to MUSs and NMUSs separately.

First, the relationships existing within the independent

variables will be examined using Pearson product-moment correlatipns.

“Hays, op. cit., pp. %490-538,

bPMo:mﬂ& A. Marascuilo, STATISTICAL METHCODS FOR BEHAVICRAL
SCIENCE RESEARCH (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1971), pp. 473-497.
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Strat
1,000
-, 225
-, 283
“s255
=403
-, 599
« 424

Formal
1.000
+195
154
071
=,275
~.176
-.356
-.040

Central
1.000
277
497
-.324
-.258
-,084
6’/ -2
-.587
-,410

TABLE X
N=34

»098
048
+265
122
.078
073
.182
J134

CORRELATION MATRIX

MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS

Complex

1,000
'0031

1.000
174
139

-.100
010

-.371

~.160
+266
+151
+259

~,128

Size

.01

[

Woti:ing Conditions
Fringe Fenefits
3ocial Relations
p (R ?_ 0339) = 005

Decisjon Making
Overall (TOTAL)

Variable Name
Comolexity
Centralization
Formal.ization
Stratificetion
Administration
p (R> ,437) =

Size
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CORRELATION MATRIX (CONTINUED)
MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS

N=34
T = Working Adminis- Fringe Social Decision Overall
Variable Name Conditions tration Benefits Relations Making (TOTAL)
Working Conditinns 1.000
Administration + 762 1,000
Fringe Benefits -.338 190 1.000
Social Relations 107 «522 «778 1.000
Decision Making 117 492 .629 J44 1,000
Overall (TOTAL) .750 941 +330 +685 +643 1.000
p (R > ,339) = ,05
p (R > ,437) ~ ,01
TABLE XI
CORRELATION MATRIX
NON-MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS
N=38
Variable Name Size Complex Central Formal Strat
Slze 1,000
Cumplexity 351 1,000
Centralization -.059 -4304 1.000
Formalization -.001 -.048 «219 1.000
Stratification .118 =185 «195 =, 248 1.000
Working Conditions 4265 $227 -¢593 .101 -,333
Administration +209 475 =542 ~.042 -.394
Fringe Benefits .103 +334 =457 +040 -, 249
Social Relatlions 1296 457 =4 540 073 =429
Decision Making 4202 +4730 =647 018 =:359
Overall (TOTAL) +254 422 =634 +042 =404

P (R 4320) = ,05
p (R> ,413) = ,01

v
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Overall
(TOTAL)
1.000

Decision
Making
1.000
.906

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Social
Relations
1,000
.795
.832

D)

K]

Fringe
Benefits

1.00"

+1126

. 596

+ 752

TARLE XI
N=38

istration
1.000
.643
711
.83
« 923

'NON<MULTIUNIT SCHOOLS
Adminis-

CORRELATION MATRIX (CONTINUI

Working
Corditions

1.000
757
692
.734
747
.922

ariable Name

Jorking Conditions
Fringe Benefits
Social Relations
Decision Making
Overatl (TOTAL)

p (R> ,320) = ,05
p (R 2 .413) = ,01

Administracion

o
v
)
o

This discussion will be followed by an investigation of the relation-

ships between the independent and dependent variables using both

Pearson product-moment correlations and multiple linear regression
techniques. Then the relationships existing within the set of - .
motivation variables will be explored utilizing Pearson product-

moment correlations. Throughout the entire discussion, MUSs and .

NMUSs will be dealt with separately.

Independent Variables

Table X indicates that the only variables of organizational
structure that were significantly related in MUSs were centraliza-
nwr: and stratification., Almos+t 25 pe.cent of the variance in one
vaviable was explained by or contained within the other variable.
The relationship was positive indicating tkat a MUS high in one
variable was high in the other variable. All other combinations of
independent variables were non-significantly related indicating a
degree of linear independence between measures of organizational
structure,

Table XI indicates that in NMUSs size and complexity were
cignificantly and positively related. Large schools related to
schools whick had a high number of job specialists. Over twelve
percent of one variable was explained by or contained within the
other. Table XT alst indicates a negative relationship between
complexity and centralizz<ion which anproaches : grificance. About

ninc per cent 2f the variance of each variable is shared. The
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variables of organizational structure in NMUSs, having only one

significant relationship, were also relatively linearly independent

of each other.

Independent and Dependen* Variables

Motivation Related to Working Conditions

Table X indicates that size was significantly and negatively
related to teacher motivation associated with working conditions.
Large MUSs were iow in motivation related to working conditions
whereas small MUSs tended to be high in this motivational category.
Almost fourteen percent of the variation in one variable was
explzined by the other. Table X also shows a negative relatiomnship
between centrazlization and working conditions whichk was nearly
significant at the .05 level. MUSs high in centralization scored
lower in motivation related to working conditions while MUSs low
in centralization scored higher in this area nf motivation.

Table XI1 indicates that in MUSs the number of staff members
(size) was the most useful predictor of teacher motivation associated
with working conditions. Size accounted for 13.8 percent of the
variance in the working conditions variable. Centralization, wnile
nearly significaat by itself, did not yield significant inf>rmation
abcut motivation related to working conditions in MUSs over and
above that given by school size.

Table X1 indicates that centralization and stratification

vvere both negatively and significantly related to tcacher motivation

Ve

TABLE XII

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED TO

WORKING CONDITIONS IN MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

-

Significance
Complex Formal Strat Level

Regression Coefficients vf Structure Variables
Central ’

Size

R2

Step

«0308

-.3709

1376 ,3709

¥

1

.0887

4645 -.3318 -.2823

2158

2

1877

2156

«5105 -.3671 -.2985

+2606

3

«2086

-.3358 -.3601 .2061 .2103

3004 ,5481

4

-.1989 .2937

«2523 .2188

-, 2655

~.3542

3280  ,5727

b

artavle entered into the regression cquation at this step was significant at, or beyond,

the .05 level,

*y
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related to working cendizions in NMUSs, NMUSs high in centralization

ané stratificatisn were lo>w in working condition motivation,
Central:zation accountea for over 35 percent of motivation related
to working conditions ir NMUSs while stratification explained only
eleven perce- of the sam2 variable.

Table XIII shews that centralization was the only significant
predictor of teacher motivation wmwmnmm to working conditions in
NfUSs. Stratificatisn, while a significant predictor in itself,

did not add significantly to what could be predicted about

motivation related t5 working conditions by centralization.

Motivation Related :to Ad=inistration

Tabie X indicates :hazt in MUSs there was no significant -
relationship between any variable of organizational structure and
teacher motivation related to administration.

Table XIV shows no variable of organizat:ional structure in
MUSs as being s iseful oredictor 0m teacher motivation associated
with administration types of rewards.

Table XI indicates that in NMMUSs there was a significant
relationship between teacher motivation associated with administra-
tion and the organizational structure -variables of comple:ity,
centralization, and stratification. High levels of motivation
related to administration are associated with NMUSs which were high
in complexity, lowv in centralization, or low in stratification.

Ceatralization acecounted £or 29.4 percent of the motivation

74

TABLE XIIl

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDTCT MOTIVATION RELATED TO

WORKING CONDITIONS IN NON-MULTTUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Significance

Reuression Coefficients of Structure Variables

Complex Level

Strat

-
w

Formal

Central

Step

.0001

'.5928

+5928

.3514

1 *

0775

-, 6458 $ 2426

.6383

.4072

A

.0811

2396 +2273

".63]7

6774

+4589

3

.1304

-.2073

-.5756 .1760 .2550

+ 7040

+4956

4

+5363

+2872 -,2246 ~,0893

.1720

-.5966

+ 7083

«5017

5

quation at this step was significant at, or beyond ,

*ariable entered into the regression e

the .05 level,

7S

Q
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TABLE X1V

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIARLES TO PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED TO
ALMINISTRATION IN MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

i

Significance

Repression Coefficients of Structuve Variables

Level

Complex Hize Formal Centratl

Strat

Step

.1053

-.2827

.0799  ,2827

1

«3592

-.3261 <1640

«1049  ,3239

2

«2732

'03336 01995 -01920

«1406  ,3750

3

+5266

-.,1802 .1123

=.3552 1978

.1526  ,3907

4

4616

-.2819 1876 « 1546 1439 -.1547

.1692  ,4113

5

variable while complexity explained 22.6 percent. Stratification

explained 15.5 percent of the variance in the motivation associated
with administration variable,

Table XV shows that in NMUSs centralization was the most
significant predictor >f administration motivation being 2blie to
account for 29.4 percent of the variable. Compiexity, when added
to the prediction equation, increased the amount explained dy 11.6
percent bringing the total amount explained by ceatralization and
complexity combined to 4C.0 percent. The additizn of stratification
into the cegression equation increased the wvariance exglained to
46.3 percent. This increase of 6.3 percent approached significance.
According to Table XV, NMUSs which displaved high complexity ond low
centralization and stratification had hish levels of teacher moti-

vation related to administrative rewards.

Motivation Related to Fringe Benefits

Table X shows no significant relationship between any variable
of organizational structure and teacher motivation related to fringe

benefits in MUSs.

Table XVI indicates that none cf the variables sf organiza-
tional structure were significant in predictinz teacher motivation
associated with fringe benefits in MUSs.

Table X1 shows that in NMUSs both centralization and
compiexity related significantly to teacher wstivation related to

fringe benefits. High complexity retated tz hiph cotivation and

n}
3
ic
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ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARZABLES TO PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED TO
ADMINISTRATION IN NON-MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

2 Regression Co-tfficients of Structure Variables W
Step R R Central Complex Strat Size Formal Level
1 * ,2939 ,5421 =.5421 »0004
2 % ,3999  .6324 -.4381 +3418 0178
J %k 4635 .6808 «.3984 . 3057 ~+2596 .0526
4 4776 L6911 - 4015 +2550 ~.2836 .1291 +3536
5 4778  ,6912 -.3978 +2543 -.2880 »1300 -.0138 .9203

*Variable entered into the regression equation at this step was significant at, or beyond,

the .05 level.

**Stratification variable entered into the regression equation at this step was significant’

at the ,0526 level,

TABLE XV1

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDICT MGTIVATION RELATED TO
FRINGE BENEFITS IN MULTTUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

2 Regression Coefficients of Structure Variables Significance
Step R R Formal Size Strat Complex Central Level
1 .0756 2750 -.2750 1154
2 <1329 .3643 =,2509 + 2405 .1626
3 .1783  ,4222 -.2080 2469 -,2172 ,2080
& .1887 L4344 ~,2095 .2282  -,2453 +1080 +5448
5 L1929 .4392 -,2253 .2153 ~,2820 1131 0774 +7075

e,
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explained 11.2 percent .-f the dependent variable. High centra® .. ation

related to low levels o5f imotivation associated with fringe benefits
ané sharad 20.9 percent of its variance with the motivation
variable.

Table XVII indicates that in NMUS centralization was the best
predirccor of teachzr morivaition associated with fringe benefit
rewards. Complexity, while it related highly to the dependent vari-
mvwm..ﬂmm not avle to add a significant amount of additional

information to the prediction model in NMUSs.

Motivaticon Related tn Social Relations

Table X indicates that stratification was significantly and
negatively related to motivation associated with social relations
in MUSs, MUSs high in stratification were low in motivation related
to social relatjons while MSs low in stratification scored higher
in this area of motivation. Over sixteen percent of one variable
was cxpiained by the other variable. ‘

Tahle XVIiI shows thac stratification was the most useful
predictor of motivation related to social relations in the MUS. The
teable also indicates that while complexity w~o=m was not significantly
relaced to motivaticn associated with social relations, its
relationship apprzached significance when it was combined with
stratification. Stratification accounted fnr sixteen percent of the
motivation variable whiie stratification and complexity combined
were able Lo acemnt {ov sver 25 percent of motivation related to

soe 13l veloticry in thi MUS,

80

TABLE XVII

PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED 0
FRINGE BENEFITS IN NON-MULTIUMIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

"
'y

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES

Significance
size Level

CompTex Formal Strat

Repression Coefficients of Structure Variables

Central

RZ

Step

.0039

-.4509

4569

.2088

*

1

«1703

«2150

-.3915

«5007

.+ 2507

+3485

2121 <1427

-.4236

«5198

«2702

3

«5075

-.4000 «1979 «1104 -.1069

5291

«2799

4

«8736

=.4001 1876 .1086 -.1124 .0263

.5296

«2805

5

gression equation at this step was significant at, or beyond,

*Variable entcred into the re

the .05 level.
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TABLE XVIII

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED TO

SOCIAL RE

TIONSHIPS IN MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

Significance
Lavel

-
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w
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o
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cie
-
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*
<
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It <
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&5

w2

x
~

-4

a.

S

o

E

018

-, 4029

.16323 L4029

W*

1

.0631

+3106

.5020 =, 4852

.2520

2 %%

5162

«1047

45125 -.4811 .2912

02627

3

.5838

« 5200 ~.4638 12926 .0952 -,0901

.2704

4

.8277

5212 ~.4436 .2898 .1023  -,0814 -.0426

22716

5

*Variable entered into the regression equation at this step was significant at, or beyond,
the .05 level,

**Complexity variable entered into the regression equation at this step was significant at

the .0631 level.

significantly related to motivation due to teacher involvement in

Table X1 indicates that in the NMUS, three variablss >I organ-
izational structrire wWere mwmvwmmnm:nuw related to motivation concerned
with social relationships. Complexity was positively related while
centralization and stratification were negatively related. X45Ss
which were high in complexity, low in centralization, and low in
stratification were high in motivation related to sicial relations N
wvhile XMUSs low in complexity, high in centralization, and higl. in
stratification scored low in this motivational area. Considered
independently, centralization accounted for 29 percent of the
dependent variable while complexity accounted for 21 perceant. Strati-
fication shared 18.4 percent of its variance with motivation related
to social relations.

Table XIX indicates that centralization was the most useiul
predictor of motivation related to social relatious in NMUSs.
Centralization was able to account for 29.1 percent of the dependent
variable. Stratification, when added to centralization in the
prediction model, raised the amount of shared variance a significant
10,9 percent. Although size was insignificant while acting alore,
when combined with centralizaticn and stratification, 49.7 perceut

of the deperndent variable could be predicted.

Motjvation Related to Pecision Making

Table X indicates three independent variables which were

decisiva makinz in the ¥¥S. Stratification oxplained 5.9 pervoent
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TABLE XTX

ES TO PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED TO

S IN NON-MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABL

SOCTAL RELATIONSHIP
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+0005

'05398

+5398

2914

1 *

.0164

“o4741 -43365

. 003 .6327

2 %

0154

-,4472 -.,3788

4966  ,7047

3 %

1916

+2481 .1833

-.4018 -43459

$3225  ,7228

4

4619

-.4280 -.3149 $2412 .1882 .0973

« 7284

+5308

5

)

gression equation at this step was significant at, or beyord

*Variable entered into the re

the .05 level,

37

of the variance in motivation due to decision making vhile centraliza-
tion explained 34.5 percent. Formalization, while significant,
explaired only 12.7 percent of the variance in the dependent variable.
All three relationships were negative indicationc that as stratifi-
cation, nm:nﬁuﬂmnmnwu:. and formalization decreased, motivat.on
related to teacher involvement in decicion making increased.

Table XX shows that while stratification alone was able to
explain 35.8 percent of the variation in motivation related to
involvexment in decision making, almost 37 percent of the variation
could bz explained by stratification and centralization working in
conjunction with one an>ther, The combination of stratification,
centralization, and size accounted for 57 percent of the total vit-
iance in the decision making variable in zultiunit schools. While
formalization was significantly related to decision making, it did
oot explain a significant amount of additional variance when combined
with stratification, centralization, and size.

Table XI indicates that within N\XUSs, centralization explained
41.8 percent of the variance in motivation related to teacher
invoivement in decision making while stratification explained only
12.9 gercent. Complexity, which was not significant in the MUSs,
expiained 18.5 percent of the variznce in the XMUSs. Formalization
was not significantly related to motivation related to teacher
involvement in decisiosr making in the XNMUSs whereas there was a

significautly relationship in the MUSs. Centralization and

83
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38

TABLE XX

Signi ficance
Level

Complex

Formal

velficients of Structure Varjables
Size

Central

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDICT MOTIVATION RELATED TO
DECTSTON MARING IN MULTTUNYT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

(
=
-
@
o
o
o -
1a
x|
-
w
<
o~
~
c.
S
bt
i

.0002

-.5987

9987

« 3384

1 *

.0159

6854 -, 4073 =43847

L4698

2 %

0119

-.3818 «.4423 .3237

« 1564

5721

3

2714

-.3727 -.4053 23044 -,1405

.7680

«5898

4

+5966

1707 -.3931 -.3995 2917 -,1427 . 0681

«5940

5

*Variable entered into the regression equation at this step was significant at, or beyond,

the 05 level,

stratificatiou related negativcly to the dependent cmmmbwmo indicating
that high motivation scores would be characteristic of XMUS which were
low in centralization and stratification. Complexity shoved a
positive relationship indicating that ¥MUSs having a bigh nurber of
job specialities would also have high motivatiun rclated to teacher
involvement in decision making.

Table XX1 indicates that while centralization explained 41.9
percent of the variation in the dependent variable, 47.8 percent
could be explained when both centralization and complexity were
utilized in the prediction equation. XNMUSs which repoxt high
motivation due to involvement in decision-making are 1ow ia central-
ization and high in Oﬁmm:wwmnmasmw complexity. Stratification,
while significant by itself, was not able to add significantly to

the prediction equation when included with centralization and

complexity.

Total Motivation

Table X indicates that both centralization and stratification
were significantly and negatively related to total teacher notiva-
tion in MUSs. When overall uotivation was considered, [TUSs which
were high iu centralization and stratification were low in teacher
motivation while high teacher motivation was associated with MUSs
which were low in centralizatior and stratification. Stratificaticn -
was able to acecunt for about 18 percent i total teachker motivaticn -
while centralizatinn accovnted for »lmost 17 cercent of this

molivatiorsl categorys

87

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EE




39

d
L
3
—
()
IVH o Table XXI1 indicates that stratification was the wost useiful
c
> 53 2 8 2 8 8
a. 42 8 A4 & R E - variable of organizational structure for predicting total teacher
“w ol © o o o« < -
m - 3 . . - . - c E]
ma S M motivat_on in the MUS. Scratification was able to account for 18
- - bl -4 133
| vy o ﬁ
-.-s.- - - percent of the motivation variable by itself. The addition of A
o c
a@ e . %
. a _ o) @ centralization, a variable which was significant alore, did not
- 8 » — < -
(=] ] - . - - s - -
19 o] £ 8 = % increase significantly, the amount of variance explained by stratifi-
ot . pa—ry
o9 2l = . S a
o z| = - o -
= - Do) “ cation alone.
z O Lot - o
Sa K c
O d - s . :
Ea Do °© o 2 = Table XI indicates that in the MNMUS, three variables were
< Q) o () o~ @ =
W m M N — -t &
by 1] . £ . -
55 o = : - 9 o significantly related to overall or total teacher motivatior,
== = = @
=1 - c c . s s s - . s
B3 e ) o Complexity was positively related to total motivation while central-
0w w3 o -~ O ol Bl
= &l — "~ wny L Ee ]
B = e 5 v =] o o . P . . .
2 el = N NN 3 3 jzation and stratificaticua were negatively related to total teacher
% [-" m @a| v [} ) [} M. nov..
et
m =25 < c c motivation. NMUSs which were high in complexity but 1w in
- D = s s
0 (2 v 2] ] s . P - N 1 s .
< £ Pt VN w o« centralization and stratification reported high teacher motivetion.
e 3 = ot Ua) o [l () ] -]
- 8% Igd s s 282 | & i
o4 b - . . . .
2. Sl 2 N N = - o m NMUSs reporting low teacher motivation were characterized by low
W N c © )
o © s s . . - s .
Q £ = = complexity, high centralization, and high stratification. Central-
Wm - o re) re]
p=-1 L [T o . . , . . .
5s 2 2 x4 o~ o~ o o ization was able to account for osver 30 percent of tlie wvariance in
= gl =z 3z S e = a. =
] 2} = < O ~ o O o < - - s 3
£ 9 Zz £ N o9 0N o - total teacher motivation while complexity accounted for almost 18
z - - - - L] n
w (&) ) 3 ) ) (] M“
By o4 = » M s .
o9 = ] percent and stratification over 16 percent.
= s %
] o o - Table XXIII shows that three variables were significant in
- —t
- [=,) 3 wn (e m @ L8 I
Z —t — [+ - foed - . - - - . - -
2 x| $ o &6 ©® & S Sz helping predict total teacher motivation in NMUSs. Centralizatiom
O O ™~ ~ r~ . - —
. . . - . [T kel
o o > o - - . s . -
o c > - was the most uscful variable of organicaticn structure in tnat it
- - (Vo)
ol s 208 92 AN e
O $ o . . . .
- F & & 3 —_— = was able to explain 40.2 percent of the variance in tora: teacher
~T . el wn wn &S O QO U
. . . . [ S - T
-l po T 4 . . . P O - -
o =+ o g motivation bty itsclf. The addition of stratification 1> the predic-
1 I - SE€ 5%
- ) x ¥ . . . . .
) ¥ tion model increased the amount of explained varjance :r.th.t 31

89

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.




90 BEST COPY AVAILABLE

TABLE ¥X1I

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDICT TOTAL TEACHER
MOTIVATION IN MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

et —
b

2 Repression Coefficients of Structure Variables Significance
Step R R Strat Complex Central Size Formal Level
1 * ,1800 .4243 «.4247) 0124
2 <2453 L4953 = 4945 2648 L1118
3 L2932 L5415 =, 3004 « 2357 -.2526 . 1040
4 «3123  ,5538 -.3854 «2829 -.2261 -.1421 .3778
5 3176  .5636 -.3897 .2804 -.2467 -.1310 0776 «6408

*Variable entered into the regression equation at this step was significant at, or beyond,
the .05 level.

TABLE XXIII

ABILITY OF STRUCTURE VARIABLES TO PREDICT TOTAL TEACHER
MOTIVATION IN NON=MULTIUNIT ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS

e —— — ———

2 Repression Coefficicnts of Structure Variables Significance
Step R R Central Strat Size Complex Formal Level
1 * 4016  .6337 =~ 6337 «0000
2 % ,4833  ,6952 -.5768 -.2915 .0244
3% L5494 .7412 «.5545 -.3265 2596 .0324
4 .5630  ,7503 «.5215 -.3026 <2119 «1332 «3185
5 S718 L7562 =,5490 -.2702 «2047 «1383 .1019 «4199

*Variable entered into the regression

the .05 level.

equation at this

2 |

step was significant at, or beyond,
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percent to 48.3 percent. Although size was not significant by itself,
it added a significant amount nf information when combined with
centralization and stratification., Together, centralization,
stratification, 2nd size accounted for 54.9 percent of the total

teacher motivation variable in NMUSs.

Summary of Relationships

Table XXIV indicates that size was useful in predicting teacher
motivation related to working conditions and teacher involvement in

decision making in MUSs. Table XXIV shows size as being a useful

predictor of teacher motivation related to working conditions,

social relations, and total motivation in NMUSs. Thus, both

Hypothesis 7: There is no significant relationship between
school size and teacher motivation in nultiunit (MUS)

elementary schools

and
Hypothesis 12: There is no significant relationship
between school size and teacher motivation in non-
multiunit (ITMUS) elementary schools

vere rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Table XXIV indicates that complexity was not atle to predict

any variables of teacher motivation in MUSs. Table XXIV shows

complexity as useful in predicting teacher motivation related te
administration in NMUSs. Thus,
Hypothesis 8: There is no significant relationship

between the vomolexity of organization and tcacher
motivation in multiunit (MUS) elementary sch ols

a2
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could not be rejected at the .G5 le. 1 of mwmnwmmnmnnmm vhile it

was possible to reject
Rypothesis 13: There is no significant relationship
between thc complexity of orgarization and teacher
motivation in non-mvltiunit (NMUS) elementary schools

at the .05 level of significance.

Table XXIV indicates that ce-.tra.ization was useful in sredict-

ing teacher motivation related to decision making in MUSs. Table

XX1IV irdicates thar in N\MUSs 211 categories of teacher motivation
could be predicted by centralization except motivation related to

working conditions. Thus, both

Hypothesis 9: There is no significant relationship
between perceived centralization of decision making

and teacher motivation in multiurit (US) elementary
schools

and
Hypothesis 14: There is no significant relationship

between perceived centralization of decision making
and teacher motivation in non-multiunit (NMUS)

2lementary schools
were rejected at the .05 level of significance,
As indicated by Tabtle XXIV, formalization was not useful in
predicting motivation of any kind in either MUS or NMUS. Neither
Hypothesis 10: There is no significant reiationship

between perceived formalization and teacher motivation
in multiunit (MU’'S) elementarv schools

nor

m:%vOHSQmwm 8 courld have been rejected at the .063 level of
signiiicance,

a3
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Hyoothesis 15: There is no significant relationship
between perceived formalization and teacher motivation
in non-multiunit (NMU3) elementary schools

could be rejected at the .05 level om.mnwuwmwnmnnm.

Table XX.V indicates that stratification was useful in pre-
dicting motivation related to social relations, involvement in
decision making, 2nd overall or total motivation in MUSs. Strati-
fication was :mmw=~ in predicting motivation related to social
relations and overa'l or total motivation in non-multiunit NMUSs.
Both

Hypothesis 11: There is no . ignificant relationship

between perceived stratification and teacher motivation
in multiunit (MUS) elementary schools

and
fiypothesis 16: There is no significant relatZonship
between perceived stratification and teacher motivation
in non-multiunit (NMUS) elementary schools

were rejected at the .05 level of significance.

Dependent Variables

Table X indicates that almost all of the relationships betwcen
the dependent variables were highly s:gnificant in MUSs, Rela*ion-
ships which were not significant at the .05 level inclided 1) working
conditions with social relations, 2) working conditions with
decision making. 3) administration with fringe tenefits, and 4) fringe
berefits with toral or overall teacher motivation,

Table XI shows that in the NMUS all relationships between

variables nf teacher motivation wecre significant well beyond the .01

level indicating a high degree of dependence among variables.

21

Y

Summary

This chapter consisted of two sections. The first section

dealt with.dacta related to a comparison of MUSs and .~:{USs across all o

variables--bpth independent and dependent--as set forth in Hypotheses

one (1) through six (6). The second scction exarined the relatir :- )
ships between the variables of organizational structure and teacher

motivation--Rypotheses seven (7) through sixteen (16)--in both

multiun.- ¥*.Ss and NMUSs.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS

In this chapter a brief summary of the study is presented,

follcved by a summary of the findings znd a presentation of the com-

clusions. The last section includes the implications of the study

for theory, research, and adpinistrative practice.
Summary of the Study

The study was conduczed to seek insight into the question of

wvhat tyz2: of crganizatiocnal variabies influenced a teacher's motiva-

tion to jerform. It 21so sought to determine what differences, if

a

any, existed between the organizational structures of multiunit ‘MUS)

and non-multinnit (NMUS) elementary schools.

The unit of analysis consisted of multiunit and non-multiurit

elementary schools in the State of Wisconsin which employed ten or

more staff members. Thirty~fcur multiunit and thirty-eight non-

multiunit elementary schools actually participated. Within each

school a sample of from ter tc fifieen teachers was selected to

provide the profile for the urit of anelysis.

1

Scniool _ize along

with four dimensicas of Hage's axiomatic theory of organizatiornal

Licrald Hage, "An Axionetic Theory of Crganizations,” in
Fred D. Carver ond itemos . Sergiovanai, {eés.), CRGANIZATIONS AND
HUMAN BELAVIGR: T

eUs CL SCHOOLS (Mew Yerk: eGraw-Hill Book Co.,
195%), pp. 9:1-110.

96
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& Soms, Inc., 19643,

structure served as indeperdent variables of the study.

The four

dimensions of organizational structure were:

Complexity--the degree to which different skills are represented

% "thin the organization.

Centraljzation--the degree to which decision making is sharea

among members of the organization.

Formali

zation--the degree to vhich the organization tolerates

variance in carrying out rules and regulations.

Stratification--the importance of rewards and how they are

distributed within the organization.

. . . . . 2
Teacher motivation was operationalized in terms.of Vroom's> and

Porter and Hmﬂwﬁmﬂ.mu modei of expectancy theory which indicates
that motivation, or effort to perform, is a multiplicative function
of the importance of a reward and the perceived probability of

rereiving that reward when appropriate effort is put forth,

Aiken and m»mmb described two basic nrganizational models or

no=mmmcﬂmnw0=m which lie at onposite ends of the organizational

continuunm.,

The dynamic model was characterized as being (i) higk in

complexity, (2) low in centralization, (3) low in formalization, ard

(4) low in stratification. The static model, on the cther hand,

2

Victor L. Vrocm, WORK AND MOTIVATION

{New York: John Wiley

Lyman W. Porter and Edward ¥. lavler, I17, MANAGERIAL ATTI-

TUDES AND PERFORILVCE  (Semawood, Illirois: Richard D, Irwin, Inc.,
1968).

4Jerald Fage an

Michacel Aiken. SOCTAL CHAYGE IN COMPLEX
ORGAX1ZAT1O0NS

(few York: Kandon House, «%970).

9?7
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was (1) low in complexity, (2) high in centralization, (3) high in

formalization, and (4) high in stratification.

The hypotheses generated for this study were to aecigt in

arnswaring the following major questions:

1. Is the organizational structure of the multiunit elementary

2.

-3.

1.

2.

3.

school (MUS) significantly different from that of the
non-multiunit elementary school (NMUS)?

Is the level of teacher motivation in the multiunit elemen-
tary school (MUS) significantly different than that of the
non-multiunit elementary school (NMUS)®

Is nrmnm any significant relationship between the
organizational variables of school size, complexity,
ceatrali.ation, formalization, and stratification and a

teacher's motivation to perform?
Summary of Findings

The major findings of the study were as follows:

There were no significant differences between MUSs and
NMUSs in the structured variables of school size, organiza-
tional complexity, and formalization.

There were significant differences hetween MUSs and NMUSs

in the structured variables of cantralization and
stratificaricn.

Toere verc no significant differences between MUSs and NMUSs
in teacher motivation related (o working conditions and

adecinistration.

as

Sb.

4b.

7a.

There were significant differences between MUSs and NESs in
teacher motivation related to fringe benefits, social
relations, involvement in decision making, and overall or
total teacher motivation.

In MUSs, school size was a significant predictor of teacher
motivation related to working conditions and teacher involve-
ment in decision making. Size was negatively related to
motivation concerned with working conditions but positively
related go motivation concerned with teacher involvement in
decision =zking.

in NMUSs, school size was a significant predictor of teacher
potivation related to working corditions, social relations,
and total teacher motivation. Size related negatively to
motivation concerned with working conditions arc positively
to teacher motivation concerned with social relations and
total motivation.

In ¥USs, complexity was not a significant predictor of any
categery of teacher motivation.

In NMUSs, cocpiexity was a significant predictor of teacher
motivatiop related to adrinistration. Organizational
conplexity related positively to this variatle.

in MSs, cen.ralization was a significant irodictor of
tezcher motivatica related to teacher involvement in
decision pering. Contralization related negatively to

this variadble.

-
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7b. In NMUSs, centralization was a significant predictor of
teacher motivation related to admiristration, fringe
benefits, social relationships, involvement in decision

making, and overall or total teacher motivation. Centraliza-

tion related negatively to all of these motivation categories.

Ba. In MUSs, formalization was not a significant predictor of any
aspect of teacher motivation.

8b. In NMUSs, formalization was not a significant predictor of
any aspect of teacher motivation.

9a. In MUSs, stratification was a significant predictor of
teacher motivation related to social relationships, involve-
ment in decision making, and overall or total teacher

motivation. Stratification related negatively to each of

these motivation categories.
9t. In NMUSs, stratification was a significant predictor of
teacher motivation related to social relationships and overall

or total teacher motivation. Stratification related negatively

to each of these motivation categories.
Conclusions

In this section, each of the variables of school size,
complexity, centralization, formalization, stratjfication, and over-

all teacher motivation are discussed in terms of the major conclusions

which might be drawn fromthe study.

100
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School Size

The study revealed that there was no significant difference

between MUSs ard NMUSs in school size as neasured by the number of

This variable was defined in such a way as to exclude

staff members.

a high percentage of schools from the studv, however. Table I

indicates that 758 schools were eliminated from the study because they

had fewer than ten staff members. These schools represented 44 percent

of all public elementary schools in the State of Wisconsin. This was

a large percentage to eliminate when attempting t> use the variable

of organizational size. If all 758 schools had had ten staff

members (the highest possible number the eliminated scnools could

have kad), the mean number of staff mewmbers for all MUSs would have

been about fourteen. When compared tc the MUS oean of 20.4, the

difference probsbly would have been significant,

Size related positively to motivaticon concerned with
decision making in xamm. As the staff became larger in the XMUSs,

the ability of ope person (usually the principal} to control all

aspects of decisjion making becume more difficul:r This was not

necessarily the case in MUSs because the team or unit remains about

constant in size and each person's ability to inficence decision

making for his team is unimpaired. This orgaaizational mechanism

for teacher involvement in decision making is characteristic of

MUSs.
Size was positively related to tota! i<&:i wr me-ivation ard

wotivation concerned with social relationsuips o (“'Ss. 1t seems

101
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reascnable that as the NMUS became larger in size, a sjtuation would
be creatzd in which more social activities and contacts would be

possible, The unitizoed structure of the MUS would pro-bly not produce
the same effects, however.

As the MUS increzsed in size, the number

of teams or units would also increase but each vnit or primary work
grecup would remain about the same size, thus keeping the number of

social contacts within the work situation relatively constant.

Complexity ’

The study indicated no significant difference between MUSs and
NMUSs in organizatiornzl complexity. It may be concluded that this

variable was not useful in distinguishing school types.

Complexity was not a

significant predictor of teacher
motivation in MUSs althkough it approached significance (a2t the .0631

wmcmwv in predicting teacher motivatiorn concerned with social
relationships. It might be concluded that as the number of organ-
izational specialists increased in MUSs, the number of social

interactions outside the unit team and the motivation derived from
these kirds of rewards increased.

Increased organizational

compiexity in the MUS may result in the same kind of effect as
increased orgarizationnal size in the XMUS. One explanation may be
that as size increases, there is no need to relate outside of the

nit team uzl

Qi

css the unit team or individual is relating to a

specialist--one who can satisfy a need (i.e. teach music) which

cannat be satisfied by 2 unit team member.

102
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Complexzity was positively related to motivation concerned with

administration and decision making in NMUSs. One conclusion which

may be drawn is that as the number of specialists in the NMUS increases,

the insecurity about administrators lessens and the teachers become

more involved in decision making. One is unable to conclude a causal

relationship betircen the vaviables but apparently complexity, motiva- -

tion related to adrinistration, and motivation related to teacher

irvolvement in decisicn making were related in NMUSs., This is also
indicated by information found in the NMUS correlation matrix

depicted in Table XI.

Centralization

The study indicated a very significant difference bectween MUSs
and NMUSs in centralization of decision making, thus making this

variable very useful in distinguishing school types.

Centralization was negatively related to and a significant
predictor of all motivation categories in NMUSs except motivation
concerncd with working conditions and motivation concerned with

teacher involvement in decision making in MUSs. Since the reward

items for the catejory of motivation related to decision making
were defired in teris of centralization, it was not surprising that

centralization be a predictor of this varizble for both MUSs and
NMUSs.

The fact that zentralization was not useful in predicting
other motivatior catezories in MUSs but very useful in NMUSs would

cause ocne to conclude that centralization was a key factor in

1063
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explaining why tcachers in NMUSs were less motivated te , .rfomm their
jobs. One might also conclude that while teachers in MUSs were not
deprived of the rewards available through working conditions, zdmin-
istration, fringe berefits, and social relationships, extreme
centralization of decision makingz in NMUSs seemed to override the
benefits and rewards available outside of the decision-making

category of motivation.

Formalization

The study found no significant differences between MUSs and
NMUUSs in fomnalization nor was it useful in predicting any categories
of teacher motivation. Either both types of schools allow a great
deal of ceviation in the following of rules and regulations or tuey
both allow very little. Whichever is the case, both school types
mcwwoﬂ a similar pattern. Who was involved in making the rules

(centralization) counted for much more in both MUSs and NMUSs than

tiie degree %o which the rules were carried out (formalization).

Stratification

The study showed that NMMUSs were significantly more stratified
than MUSs and, thus, stratification was a useful variatle in
distinguishing school types.

Stretification was a useful predictor of total teacher
motivation and motivation related to social relationships in both
MUSs and NMUSs. This wonld seem to indicate that much of the way

in which rewards were importast or were distributed was depenrdent

104
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upon the social relationships of stratification. The fact that
stratification was useful in predicting BOmwcmnwon concerned with
administration in the NMUS and motivation related to decision making
in the MUS would sgem to indicate which socia® relationships were of
greater importance in each school type~--social relationships with
both the administration and the teachers were more useful to the NMUS
teacher while those rore useful to the MUS teacher were the relation-
ships connected with decision making unit or team. Irn either case,
one might conclude that the teachers in both school types desire,
respect, and foster the type of social relationships which might

best be expected to yield them entrance to the decision-making process

of the school.

Teacher Motivation

The study showed a significant difference between MUSs and
NMUSs in overall or total teacher motivation. Although all variables
of organizational structure except formalization were useful in
predicting some aspect of teacher motivation, centralization and
stratification were the most useful.

It should be ncted that in multiple linear regression all
variables of organizatiocnal structure were considered simultaneously.
The best predictor was selected first, the predictor yielding the
next greatest amount of information was sorted out next, and so on,
until all six variables were listed in order of decending usefulness

in predicting motivation, This did not mean tha - particular

105
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variable might not have been a significant predictor of motivation if
it had been tested by itself. It may well be that two variables had
a great deal in common with one another. In that case, the variable
cwmnr wvas the best predictor of the two was sclected first, The
second variab’e may have been significant by itself but because the
regressior model considered all variables together, the second
variable may not have added enough additional infommation to the
multiple regression equation tc be labeled wwwnmmmnmnn. The correla-
tion matrix for each school type (Table X and Table XI) shows

which variables may have had so much in common that one variable may
have blocked other variables from being listed as significant

predictiors of teacher motivation.
Implications of the Study

The fact that school size was related negatively to motivation
concerned with working conditions in both MUSs and NMUSs but
positively related to other categories of teacher motivation was
unusual in that it was the only variable of organizational structure
which changed the direction in which it related to the dcpencdent
variables. It would seer that teachers, when concerned with weiking
corditions, might prefer the smaller, more intimate situation
typically produced by having a smaller staff. Larger staffs, on
the Lnrmn hand, seered to provide better opporturnities for social

relationships and teacher involvement in decision mawing, These

106

unusual characteristics of school size deserve more study. Specific
aspects which might be investigated would include (1) the optimum
size for a MUS or NfUS and (2) which subcategories of teacher motiva-
tion under the influence of schcol size contribute most to overall
teacher motjvation,

There was no significant difference between MUSs and NMUSs in
organizational complexity. At least two explanations exist for this
result--(1) there really was no difference between the school types
because thie number of specialists needed to run an elementary school
had been so affixed by state statutes, certification requirements,
district poljcies, and student needs that little variabiljity could
be fourd between school types or (2) the smaller schools which might

‘e been lower in complexity were eliminated from the study. Ian
-ase, the relaticnship deserves further study.

Another implication for future study lies in the seemingly
complementayy relationship betwveen size and complexity for the
different moramw types. Where size seemed to predict teacher
notivation related to social relationships in MMUSs, complexity was
close to being a significant predictor in MUSs., Complexity seemed
to predict motivation related to decision making in NMUSs while -
size vas the significant predictor in MUSs. Further investigation
¢ wuld b2 carried out to (1) determine if this complementary relation-<
ship is real or coincidental and (2) if it is real, what aspects of
organizationsl structere wounld cause different variables to be more

use ful in predicting teacher motivation,

107
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Teacher motivation was divided into five subscales which seemed

to relate quite weil to existing theory. me~o€m described five

basic levels of human rneeds. The motivation subscales utilized in

this study closely parallelled the human needs hierarchy suggested by

Maslow and mav, in fact, be considered as an organizational analogy

to the indivicual needs he described. The physiological needs of the

individual represent a starting point for the individual upon which

. € . . o s .
motivarion builds. In like mamner, working conditions and certain

administrative relationships are set for each teacher in a schcol
befcre he starts to work. It was noted in the study that there was

no significant difference between MUSs and NMUSs in the level of

motivation related to tnese two subscales. Perhaps certain basics

must exist in each situation before any motivation can develcp.
This notion would zisc lend support to the concept of hygienes--those

job related sitvations or evénts which do not lead to job satisfac-

tion but without whick job satisfaction cannot be attained--as set

forth by :mnwwmnm.~

The safety needs set forth by Maslow were those needs which

were generaily concerned with the protection of the individual

8

agains* threat, danger, and deprivation. The fringe benefit

m>7wmrm§ H. Maslow, MOTIVATION AND PERSCXALITY (New York:

Rowr, 105L).
Tiffin and Errest J. McComick, INDUSTRIAL PSYCHOLOGY
-, X.J., 1763), p. 341.

John Wiley .nd Sons, Inc., 1959).
Briffin and HeConnick, om- cit., p. 3541,

rewards of this study seem to carry out the same purpose for the

individual teacher.

The social needs suggested by Maslow btecome important moti-
vators of behavior when lower order needs have been mmnmewom.o
These needs for belonging, association, love, and acceptance closely
parallel the socjal relations rewards of this study.

The ego needs of self-esteem and mnmncmuo

can be easily met
for the teacher by becoming involved in decision making. This
involvement lets the teacher know that he is a part of the group,
that his counsel is desired and respected, and that generally, he
is a person of worth because he has something of importance to
contribute.

This study did not uncover any rewards which might be
analognus to Maslegw's highest order of neceds--self-ful fillment or
self-actualization. Perhaps this is because these rewards must
originate from within the individual and not from any outside
source.

Future investigation in this area might attempt t» (1) deter-
mine whether or not the subcategories of teacher motivation are,
indeed, hierarchical in nature and (2) whether cr nct this hierarchy

actually operates for crganizations in a fashion similar to that

of Maslow's hierarchy for individuals.

109

IC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

EE




BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Table XXIV is a summary of some uf the organizational structure

information in Table VII. One will note that although some of the

mean ¢iffererces betw2en school types were not significant, there
was some evidence to indicate that the MUS tended toward Hage and

1 dynamic model of organizaticons C(high complexity; low

Aiken's
centralization, formalization, and stratification) while the NMUS
tended toward the static mocdel (low complexity; high centralization,

formalization, and stratification). Hage and >mwmn- suggested that

a dynamic organization was a response to an unstable environment;

TABLE XX1IV

COMPARED DIFFERENCES
BETWEEN MUS AXD NMUS

Variabvle MUS NMUS
Complexity High Low
nmuﬁﬂmwmnmnwo=~ Low High
Formalization Low High
mnnmnmmwnwnwonw Low High

wcmmmnﬁm:nmm between school types was significant beyond
the .05 level

that once the organization reacted to the enviromment, it would tend
A

to approach the static model. The unitized organization of the MUS

wummmm and Aiken, op. cit., pp. 62-91.

12,044, , pp. 71-74.

119

may tend to compensate for this tendency of the nrganization to revert

to the static model. Although this point needs further study, the

fact remains tha: the MUS had signiricantiv greater teacher motiva-

tion than the NMUS. This point not cnly deserves greater research :

but immediate ccnsideration by practicing administrators interested

in developing higher levels of teacher motivation and performance of )

their staff members. This author suggests that administrators take

direct steps to implement at least those characteristics of the
dvnamic model which this study has shown to have a significant

relationship to teacher motivation. Every attempt should be made to

decentralize the school by involviag teachers in decision making to

the greatest pcssible extent. 1In addition, destratification of the

school must be accomplished by demonstrating that rewards, special
favors, and privileges can indeed be distributed fairly and justly.
It should be observed that it is possible for a principal to
implement these suggested changes in his school without permission

from the superintendent of schools, without increased fiscal commit-

ment, and without waiting until next year!

121
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN~-MADISON
DEPAHTVINT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

Educational Sciences Building
1025 West Johnson Strect
Madison. Wi 53706

Telephone (608)

May, 1972

Dear Principal:

Thank you very much for agreeing Lo participate in our research
study involving orgunizational structure and teacher motivation.
Your assistance in che pruject 13 most appreciated as it is vital
in assuring our success.

Enclosed you will fird a list of the professional staff members who
are to receive the questiunnaires, several envelopes containing

the questicnnaires, a return envelope, and a short check-list on
organizational complexity for you to complete. The following

steps should be taken to assure the greatest success with the

least amuunt of wasted time and energy.

1. Distribute the envelopes containing the questionnaires
to the licted staff members.

2. Complete the check-list for organizational complexity.

3. Collect the completed questionnaires from each of the
staif memters on your list,

4, Return the completed staff questionnaires and the
complexity check«list using the enclosed self-
addressed, ~tamped envelope.

Pleace encourage each staff member to complete the questionnaire
and return it to you for mailirg as soon as possible, Thanks
again for your cooperation,

Sincerely yours,

H, Scott Herrick, %osearcher James M. Lipham, Professor
Educationa: Admiristration Educational Administration
Unfversity of Wiseconsia University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin 93706 Madison, Wisconsin 53706
605 263-2723 608 263-2713
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APPENDIX B

ORGANIZATIONAL COMPLEXITY CHECK-LIST
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Organizational Complexity
To be completed by the building principal,

Below is a list of occupational specialties which might be found in
an elementary scheol, Place a check mark after the occupational
specialties which are found in your school and which have qualified
people working in the specialty at least L0 hours per week.

District, CESA, and county personnel may also be counted provided
they meet the above criteria,

Administrative Staff Pupil Personnel Staff

Principal Guidance Counselor

Assistant Principal School Psychologist

Director of Elementary Social Worker
Education

School Nurse
Supervisor (Curriculum
and/or Instruction

Speech Therapist

Special Learning
Disabilities

Attendance Officer

Administrative Intern

Other (Specify)

Xeaching Staff ' - Remedia. Reading

Unit or Team Leader Remedial Math
Classroom Teacher
Librarian

Physical Education

Other (Specify)

Auxiliary Staflf

School Secretary

Music

Art Teacher Secretary

(Clerical Aide)

Lay Supervisor
Physical or Mental (Paid)
Retardat {sn

EEREEE
|

Special Education

Lay Volunteer

Teacher Intern —_— (Unpaid)
Practice Teacher — Custodian
Substitute Teacher Cook

(Need not work 10 Bus Driver

hours per week)
Audiv-Visual

Other (Specify)

| |

Instructional Aide

Other (Specify)

RERNN
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M\ﬂ UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN-MADISON

T DEFPAF.TMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION

¥ £ducatigral Sciences Butiding
Q 182< Wesl Johnson Street
// Madison, %1 53706

. Telephore (608

May, 1972

P2ar Teacher:

Your schosl ras agreed to cooperate in a study regarding the
relationship tetween organizational structure and teacher
motivation. The attached cquestionnaire contains questions
which attempt to measure these concepts. Please complete the
questionnaire to the best of your ability according to the
directions for each section.

We rezlize that your time is precious and not to be wasted.
Therefore, we have attempted to develop a questionnaire which
can Le comoleted in as shoci a time as possible end stiil
measure all of the constructs which are important to> our study.
We realize that some of the items may be unclear to you but try
to answer each one. Pleace do not leave questions unanswered
as they will distort the results of the questions you have
taken the time to answver.

After completing the questionnaire, seal it in the envelcpe
provided and veturn it to your principal for batch mailing

back to us. Your vesponses will be held in strictest confidence.
Thanks again for your cooperation.

Sincerely yours,

H. Scott Herrick, Researcher James M. Liphar:, Professor
Educational Adriristration Educational Administcation
University »f Wisconsin University of Wisconsin
Madison, Yisconsin 53706 Madison, Wisconsin 53706
608 263-2723 608 263-2713
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Dircctions:

Centralization Scale

following yuestions.

How iraqueatiy do you participate

4

11.

12.

13.

j

the ‘hiring of new staff
members f£or the school?

the development of the
school budget?

recommendations for the
adcprion of new curricular
or instructional! programs?

work procedurss to be
f>}1lowed bv the schonl staff?

room assignments, allocation
of aides, etc.?

school policy or ohilossphy?

the evaluation of sther
staff wembers?

recommendations for new
school plants and facilities
being planned?

vour own work assignments?

hzw 2 specific 3ch or task

is to be handled?

tne selectisn of naterials to
be usecd in the classroom?

the developrent

~f the pupil
progress repoiting

system?

Civcle the most apprapriate answer to each of the

in decisions councerning...

Almos*

Always Often

Some-
times

Seld- ~

Almost
Never

1 2

Formalization Scale

Schooel wore rnles and
codnures are «xplicitly

y n
Coing tuiroush proper chanrels
is corstantly stresszed.

Definitely
True

4

\7

the answer which best describes your feelings
g each statement,

Definitrly

— Failse

&

5

15.

16.

17.

18.

Directions:

Everyone is expectnd to
strictly follow rules
and procedures.

Teachers in the school are
frequently chided for violat-
ing rules and procedures.

Teachers find themselves
hindered from doing their job
by rules and regulations.

Teachers seldom work around
the rules -- even when it is in
the interest of the school,

Definitely
True

Stratification Scale

Circle the answer which best describes

regacding each statement.

Some teachtiers...

19.

20.

21,

22,

23,

2..
25,

26.

27.

28.

219

Definitely
True

get first choice of
instructional materials. 1 2 3
have fewer duties than others. 1 2 3
are not req..red to follow the
rules and procedures as
closaly as sthers. 1 2 3
are assigned better teaching
facilities. 1 2 3
have more say regarding
school policy. 1 2 2
have mcre status than others. 1 2 3
have a claser reliationship
with the administration. 1 2 3
are more able to yet what they
want into the school budgcet. 1 2 3
are more readily accepted by
their peers than nthers. 1 2 3
are aliowed to spend more
sclicol money than others. 1 2 3

Definitely
False

your feelings

Definitely
False

4 5

&
w

)
w
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Definitely Definitely B c . . A
True False 1ommwv~o rewards of Importance of Likelihood of
I — E— teaching. Lhe veward. getting reward.
29, are more sought after and
respected by parents than ]
others. 1 2 3 4 5 s e £ >
5 &8 3 r & >
30. have more prestige than others. 1 2 3 4 5 g T ¥ b = g >
-l o . o -— = 4
e o E £ c o ~
= g - — = =
S Motivation and Reward Scale . =5 - - 4 o
M e = b 1
< O Q) o o o
Directions: Below is ¢ list of possible rewards which might come ts = > =z ©° = > n =
had teacher as a result 2f =aching. Please circle the answer 4 ) . A
.mm" which best describes how important each reward is to you and L. mem nwam in fomal teaching 1 2 3 4 5 12 3 4 5
umm the likelihood of receiving the reward in your present (es situations.
< . P s pf ar
Mm MMwmancmnwo:. Be sure to respond to both aspects of a: 42. Community recognition of your
== ) arvice to public education. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
=< Possible rewards of Importance of Likelikoo
S teaching. the reward. getting row.id, 43. Intellectual stimulation from
W " teaching. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
c
= - = . 44, Class sizes as saall as you
7 ¥ £4g s o 9 - would like them. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
kel g w5 B = g o
(-] - g e < = s = 45. Utilization cof staff in-put in
5 EZ — = o = the making of school policy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
> > by
m o n m o = m 46. A clear and definice policy
= =0 = = v = rega- *"ng teachor evaiuaticn. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
31. Freedom to experiment in
your own classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 47. Opportunity to influence school
policy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
32. Getring togetuer socialiy with
school paople after hours, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 48. A salary schedule which
A recognizes teacher competeacy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
33. A rezirement plan beyond what
the .tate provices. 1.2 3 45 1 2 3 45 49. A physically comfortahble school
. 3 environment. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 & 5
24, Supeuviscr praise »f your
teaching achiizvenents. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5 50. An innova+tive school
administration. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
35. Livirng close to school. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
51. Equitable assignment of teachers
36. Au adequatz sick leave progranm. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 to classrooms. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
37. 4 charce to werli towards personal 52. Being able to meet your student's
goals vhile in ysur present needs. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
- position. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
. 53. Opportinity to nci1p determine
38. Facilitics which are not school policy. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 S
overcrowded. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 )
) o . 54. Instrvctirnal equipment
39, Modcrn teathing fanilities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 availsble when reguired. 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 &4 5
40. Teaching in a school sicth a good 55. kaswinz what is ".cing on'" in
acadermic reputatior. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5 the scheol. 1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 4 5
120
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Possible rewards of

Importance of

Likelihood of

Possible rewards of
teaching.

Jmportance of
the rcwazd.

Likelihood of
getting reward.

teaching. the reward. getting reward.
<
e
< Fe) pe)
a3 o o = )
be c i = — o
o ) a o 2 >
a. & 4 34 & = —t
£ 4 O ) pos a o
: 82 ¢ £ § 3
=] =l - =1 -1
- e e
B o> B -
o o u o o o o
> Z o > > P >
56. Having faculty membars in your
i schooi with whom you share
mmw many common interests. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
umw 57. An attractive schocl campus. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
==
—_ 58. Respect from the students in
== your classes. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
-
me S9. Desirable wuorking cocrditions. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
(& .
60. Qpportunity to teach in your
|y major area of interest. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
4] !
[~ 61. Qpportuniries for advancerent
within the school district. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
62. A coznunity which shows an
interest in its schosl systen. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
63. District goals which are
similar > vour own. 1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 45 5
64. A corrunity which recognizes and
appreciates irs teachers. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5
65. A medical plan which meets the
nevds 5f you and your family. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
66. Classrooms which are eguipped to
facilitate the instructional
process. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
67. Less admin.strative pancrvork as
a part of your responsibilities. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
68. Recogniticn by the administration
for outstanding ~chievements. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
69. Opporrunity to discvss nroblems
w th administrative personncl. 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
70. A geuerdus sabbarical leave plan. T2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
71. Adequate time aliotod within the
school 2ay for class piegaratiorn. 1 = 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

122

72.

76.

77.

78.

85.
86.

Supyort for rour teaching stle
from the community.

Being judged an effective
teacher by your gpeers.

yosur supervisor do things

Having
a would like.

the way you

Respect of others for being a
member of a profession.

Adequate cusotdial sexvices
availzble in your school.

Doirg az z22d 3 job of teachin
as you can.

Eaving district policies
implemented irn accordance with
your thinking.

Teacning the material you
would like to reach.

Being judged an effective teacher
by your princirvai.

Onaunnrswnd to interact socially
with administrative personnel.

Teaching nrn tvpe °f siudents

you most enjoy.

A feelin; of trust for the
administratiorn.

Payx nw ipation in school pelicy
decisisn wmaking.

job secarity.

Chance to influ
imeosvrrant schoo

~ r;

&
=
o e +
P C I - - >
 co 29 — -]
[+ o Y -1} ?) >
[- T . B4 | =
E WO O -t o L+
T 2F8 §E = G =
o £~ — > -
— o
T .2 D oy 2 .
¥ O 9 o < )
> Z o0 > > >
1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 & 5
1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 & 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 S 1 2 3 & 5
12 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 & 5 1 2 3 &4 5
1 2 3 &4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 & 5 i 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 &4 5 12 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 &4 5
LOf
=)
= H
Evm
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Possible rewards of Importance of Likelihood of
teachina, the reward, petting reward,
€
o W W
L E§ & 2 v
s SF 0§ ¥ £ 2
g N O o “ 8 o
- b0a a e o4
e g G e 3] -
DEEHDQH
L]
posr 8 oF 0§ o
]
4 Z o 4 S " >

87, Opportunity co fulfill the

emotional needs of your students, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
88, Faculty meetings vhich provide a

chance to influence school policy, 1 2 3 4 5§ 1 2 3 4 5
89, Social get-togethers with other

faculty members, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
90. Fair znd just treatment from

adminfstrators, ' 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
91, Chances for reguiar pay increases, 1 2 3 4 § 1 2 3 4 5
92, High prestige in yvour community, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
93. An adequate salary schedule, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
94, Acceptunce by other faculty

members, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
95. Fewer supervisory duties outside of

the regular teaching situation, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
96. Being in agreement with district

policy., 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
97. Peer praise for your

professionul achievements, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
98. A cooperative school adminiscration,1 2 3 ¢4 § -1 2 3 4 5
99, Income supvlements for extra

services reundered, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
100, Having the adniuistration trust

you to do the }sh right, 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Flease check (o make sure you have answered all of the {te~s, Seal the
questioranire in the envelope provided and return it to your principal
far bateh mudiing back o us, Thank you very ruch!
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UNIVERSITY OF WISCONSIN=MADISON
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATIONAL ADMINISTRATION
Educanunal Scrences Building

1025 west Jchnzon Street
Madison, Wi 53706

Telephone (608)
Dear Principal:
I received the qu: - ~anaires from your school but
the Complexity ¢ st was not included with
thems Pleuse fi,. . the enclosed check-1ist and

return in the envelope provided,

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

H., Scott Herrick
Educational Administration
University of Wisconsin
Madison, Wisconsin 53706
608 263-2723

61

126
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APPENDIX E

DEVELOZHERT OF THE TEACHEZR

MOTIVATION SUBSCALES

127

DEVELOPMENT OF THE TEACHER
MOTIVATION SUBSCALES

wmnWmHocnn.

The list of possible rewards for teachers used as the basis for

the motivation scale was developed from mv:nw.mw Teacher Reward and

Spuck constructed his liste from reward

categories originzlly developed by wmnswnmn but which later were

3 Katz and zmru.b and

Satisfaction Scales (TRASS).

extended to irclude the constructs of Maslow,

Honnwm.m Spuck's final list of rewards were factor analyzed and

reduced to the following eight homogeneous reward scales:

1. Materizl Inducemants (Monstary Rewards)
2. Support and Racogrition of Community
3. Physical Conditions

4, Pride of Workmanship
5. Social Relations With Peers

6. Agreement with District Goals and Policy
7. Ability to Influence School Pslicy

8. Environmenta) Working Conditions®

~vm==wm W. Spuck, "Reward Structures in Public High Schools,”
(unpublished Doctoral dissertation, Claremont Graduate School,
Claremont, California, 1970), pp. 200-229.

Nn. I. Barnaid, THE FUNCTIONS OF THE zXECUTIVE (Cambridge:

Howard University Press, 1938).

w>vﬂmrma H. Maslow, "A Theory 5f Human Motivation," THE
PSYCHOLOCICAL REVIEV, 50 (1943).

bwmﬁwmw Katz and Rotert Kahn, THE SOCIAL PSYCHOLOGY OF ORGAN-

IZATIONRS (New York: John Wiley, 1966).

wc. C. Lortic, '"The Halance o€ Control and aAutonomy in Elemen-
it Armitei Etzaiceni, ¢d., THE STII-TROFESSiONALS

tary Scnool Teachirs,.'
The Free fress, 1963).

R avl s

AN THEIR ORGANITZALION ew York:

mmv:nr. op. cit., Appendix B.

63
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Spuck's list of rewards were originally administered to seccn-
dary school teachers hut for this study were modified to conform to
the elementary schuol situation.

Table I lists the possible rewards which might be available

to teachers in elementary schools,

Admiristration of the Instrument

Each teacher was asked to determine for himself the importaice
of each reward and the possibility of receiving the reward if his
teaching perfoimance was acceptable. These two questions were scored
for each reward using five-point scales. The answers were multiplied

7

according to the constructs of Vroom to determine a motivation score

for each rewarc.

Analvsis of the Tnstrument

Tne motivation scores for eazch reward were submitted to factor

8

analysis using program BIGFACT to reduce the list of items to a small

number of homozeneous groups. The seventy reward items reduced to
9

five” meaningful subrategories, each of which represented a tcource

ucmnnoﬂ 1. Vroom, WORK AND MOTIVATION (New York: John Wiley,

man:n»m W. 3puck and Donald N. McIsaac, "Program BIGF/~T,"

(unpublished pzper, Wisconsin Information Systems for Education,
University »f Wisccnsin, Madison, Wisconsin, 1972).

oﬂ#m analysis included work on zs many as ten factors but five
factors came tazethor best. The criteria i'cre to have as few "stray"
items as possidle in each category while not having separate groups
representin? the same construct,

129

from which teacher motivation mighit be derived. Table 11 shows the
rotated factor matrix for the five factors while Table IV indicates

the reordered grouping of rewards. Table 111 indicates the eigen-

values for the five rotated factors.

Definition of Scales

The factors were examined to determire the construct common to
the possible rewards within each subcategory. The major thrust of
each mrvnwnmmoﬂ% is given below.

Subcategory 1 - Teacher fotivation Related to Working Conditisns

The twenty-two items in this group reflect wmany conditions sat
forth in most negotiated agreements. They are the type of rewards
which are settled, for the most part, before a teacher ever srarts
to work and thus, are not performance related. These rewzrds seemed
to relate closely to zmmwaﬂ.mwo physiological or basic needs upon which
his hierarchy of needs is built.

Subcategory 2 - Teacher Motivation Related to Administration

This scale's eighteen items reflect the zame type of needs men-

tioned above except these rewards are, for the most part, under the

control of the school's building, central office, or school board

administration.

Subcategory 3 - Teacher Motivation Related to Fringe Benefits
The ten items in this category reflect the type of rewards

which are usually over and akove the negntizated agreement hit which .

10
Joseph Tiffin and Frnest ficCormrmic INDUSTRTAL PSYCHQI WY

(Englewoosd Cliffs: Prentice Hail, 1953}, p. 341,

139
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if bestowed upon a teacher, would have a tendency to make him feel he

would be able to succeed in his assigned task. Having "small classes"

and "planning time Guring the school day" would allow a teacher to
feel that he had a definite edge against failure. This category

reiates closely to the safty needs of zmqus.mww hierarchy.

Subcategory 4 - Teicher Motivation Related to Social Relationships

This scale consists of eleven items which reflect the social

relationships 22a¢ interactions which seemed important to teachers,

Several items refer to teacher-student relationships and teacher-

administrator razlztiouships but the majority of items depicted teacher-

This subcategory relates well to the

social needs portion of ZNmHos.mww hierarchy.

teacher sccial relacionships.

Suvcategory 5 - Teacher Mstivation Related to Teacher Involvement in
Decision Making
These nine items reflect the degrece of involvement or influence

teachers might decire to achieve in the decision making process. The
self-estcem and status teachers may experience seemed to be a well
defined motivation subcategory whichn relates tmww to that portion of
Involvement in a decision

2bm~o€.mww hierarchy dealing with ego needs.

making process is one way teachers may satisfy this need.

1 hid., p. 341.

12;014., p. 241.

Bibid., pp. 341-342.

TABLE 1 |
POSSIBLE REWARDS AVAILABLE TO TEACHERS

Possible Rewards

Item

1. Treedom to experiment in your own classroonm.

2. CGetring together socially with school people after hours.
3. A reiirement plan beyond what the state provides.

4. Supervisor praise of your teaching achievements.

5. Living close to school.

6. An adegquate sick leave program.

7. A chanze to work towards personal goals while in your present
position.

8. Facilities which are not overcrowded.
9. Modern teaching facilities.
10. Teaching in a school with a good academic reputation.

11. Less tipe in formal teaching situations.

12. Community reczognition of your service to public education.

13. Intcllectual stimulation from teaching.

l4. Class sizes as small as you would like them.

15. Utiiization of staff in-put in the making of school policy.

16. A clear and definite policy regarding teacher evaluation.

17. Jpportunity to iniluence school policy.

18. A salarv schedule which recognizes teacher competency.
pl.y=i-ally vormfortable schoal environment.

19, A

22, An irnovative scbopl administration.

132
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TLBLE 1
(continvad4)

POSSILELE REVAPDS AVAITABLE TO TEACHERS

Item Possible Rewards

2:. Equitatle assignment of teachers to classrooms,
22, Being able tc meet your students’' needs.
23. Opporturnity to help determine school policy.

24. Instructional equipment available when required.

" (1]

25. Knowing what is "going on" in the school.

26. having fzculty members in your school with whom you share
many cormon interests,

27. An attractive school campus.

28, Respect from the students in vor'r ciasses,

29, Desirable working conditions,

30. Opportunity to teach in vour major area of interest.

31. Opportunities for advancement within the school district.
32. A community which shows an interest in its schocl system.
33. District goals which are similar to your .own,

34. A community whick recognizes and appreciates its teachers.
35. A madical i¢lan which meets the needs »of you and your family.

36. Classroows which are equipped to facilitate the instructional
process.

37. Less administrative paperwork as a part of your responsibilities.

3S. Eecognition by the administrariorn for outstandinz achieverents,

39, Opportunitr to discuss problers with administrative pevsonnel.

Z. A genoTous savhaticzl leave plan.

133

TABLE 1
(continued)

POSSIBLE REWARDS AVAILABLE TO TLACHRRS

Iter _ Possible Rewards T
41. Adequate tice alloted within the schosl dav Ior class preparatinon. |
%2, Support for your teaching stvle from the comrunity. i
%£3. Being judged an effective teacher by your peers.
44, Having your supervisor do things the way you would like.
45, Respect of sthers for being a member of a professiom.
46, Adequate custndial services available in vour school.
47. Doing as good a job of teaching as you can.
48, Having distric. policies implerented 1. accordance with
your thinking.
49, Teaching the wma2terial you would like to tcach.
50. Being judged an effective teacher ww your principal.
S51. Opportunity to interact socially with administrative personnel.
52, Teaching the tvpe of students you most enjov.
53. A feeling of trust for the administration.
54, Participation in school policy decision making.
55. Higk job security. b ..
56, Chance to influence the making of important school decisions.
57. Cpporiunity to fuifill the emoiional nceds of your students. S .
58, Faculty rmeetinge uwhiich provide a chance to inflvence school -
golicy.
5%, Sncial ret-togetlers with other facultv rermters.
R, vYagr asd just treat-ent fror adrministrators.
€}. Clapnss 5T rezular pav increases,

l

IC
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TABLE I
(continued)

POSSIBLE REWARDS AVAILABLT TO TEACHERS

Itex - Possible Rewards

62. High prestige in your community.

63. An cdeguate saiary schedule.

64. Acceptance by sther faculty members.,

65. Fever supervisory duties outside of the regular teaching
situation,

66. Being in agreement with district policy.

67. Peer praise for your professional achievements.

€8. A cnoperative school administration.

65. Incone supplements for extra services rendered.

70. Having the administration trust you to d5 the job righe.

67
TABLE 11
ROTATED FACTOR MMATRIX FOR FIVE FACIORS
AND ITEM COMMUNALITIES
Factor

Commu-
Iten anao Twd Three Four Five nalitv
1 .375 .002 .013 .168 -.287 <251
2 .262 .149 .016 .532 -.197 414
3 117 .N64 .364 .115 -.127 .18C
4 .307 -.137 .260 .192 -.318 .319
5 .166 -.060 -.129 .094 .190 .093
6 «529 -.210 -.077 .057 -.055 .335
7 462 -.119 .086 155 -.227 .310
8 .323 -.108 476 -.038 -.057 3458
9 .595 -.098 .218 .006 .031 .412
10 .536 -.119 <265 .168 .048 .%03
11 .034 .138 .389 .263 -.149 «262
12 -.121 -.061 .615 2277 -.082 .%80
13 .63 -.151 -.072 .075 -.120 546
14 .085 -.055 590 <045 -.120 <375
is .178 -.134 412 .111 -.594 .5B5
16 .529 -.172- .021 .007 -.387 <459
17 .256 -.147 <248 .143 -.641 . 580
18 .103 -.091 <475 .087 -. 160 .278
19 .683 -.161 .182 .060 -.029 .53C
20 .518 -.217 <294 .066 -.282 485
21 .593 -.186 .171 .056 -.204 <460
22 <536 -.090 . 188 L1139 -.156 .363
23 273 -.143 .305 .136 -.662 .645
24 .610 -.124 .016 -.023 -.119 <402
25 355 -.182 .289 <232 -.35%6 423
26 <248 045 .297 .499 -.0635 <405
27 .573 -.092 .111 .222 .047 <401
2 +532 -.1¢4 -.050 .120 -.046 .329
29 551 -.196 274 .094 -.072 .431
3C .561 -.188 -.124 .094 .014 .374
31 <276 -.149 .310 .232 -.144 <269
32 .542 -.237 <226 .065 -.018 405
33 349 -.230 A .153 -.072 .86
35 <452 -.328 .297 L0565 -.014 <05
35 <377 -.226 .283 A -.032 276

Q
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TABLE I1

(conti ued)

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX FOR FIVE FACTORS
AND ITEM CCMMUNALITIES

Factor
Commu-
Item One Two Three Four Five nality
36 .317 -.405 .301 .185 ~-.035 .320
37 .107 -.355 227 .133 -.052 .209
38 .340 -.391 .059 .112 -.249 .346
39 .313 -.493 .073 .078 -.308 447
49 .164 -.290 .100 .131 -.082 .145
41 -.061 -.363 647 .024 -.047 337
42 .155 -.503 «27% <256 .023 419
43 .316 -.220 -.C42 448 -.010 .392
44 -.022 -.2%% <243 .530 -.063 .430
45 .317 -.331 .139 .376 .040 416
46 434 -.336 -.175 .126 -.040 .351
&7 555 -.301 -.445 .07 -.043 .604
48 -.055 -.336 .385 .400 -.121 440
49 .378 -.365 -.282 .169 -.117 .398
50 .385 -.474 -.231 <240 -.219 .532
51 -.031 -.249 .143 515 -.210 .393
52 .086 -.281 <064 . 191 -.014 .332
53 355 -.598 -.103 -.038 -.204 <537
54 -.067 -.368 243 .348 -.536 .607
55 .154 -.474 .110 .309 -.082 .363
5% -.045 -.375 .256 .367 -.453 348
57 .270 -.247 .115 .353 -.130 .289
< .171 -.443 -.007 327 -.470 554
59 . 041 -.098 .170 .658 -.196 .511
60 .348 -.626 -.027 .092 -.235 <577
61 .367 -.523 -.101 .097 -.023 428
62 .117 -.407 .325 .315 .106 .39%¢
63 .185 -.508 +252 .144 .057 .380
64 .261 -.326 .001 509 -.002 434
65 -.059 -.334 .405 .227 -.0090 .331
66 .280 -.502 .0569 .170 -.060 .367
67 155 -.302 .141 .550 -.036 .439
68 340 ~-.652 .000 .072 -.209 .5%21
69 .111 -.410 .233 .176 -.031 267
70 .281 -.567 .078 .088 -.188 450

TABLE III

POSITIVE EIGENVALUES

Percent of Communality

12 Factors

5 Rotated Factors

Eigenvalue

Number

61.0

61.0

24.6

24.6

17.198

77.0

16.0

31.0

6.4

4,501

(33}

86.9

2.9

35.0

4.0

2,792

93.8

6.9

37.8

2.8

1.944

100.0

6.2

40.3

2.5

1.747

42.4

2.1

1.481

44,4

2,0

1.417

46.4

2.0

1.387

48.1

1.7

1.220

1,172

49.8

107

10

51.5

1.7

1.195

11

7'300

1.5

1,059
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TABLE 1V

ITEMS IN EACH FACTOR AND ASSOCIATED FACTOR LOADINGS

Working Administration Tringe Social Decision
Conditions Beazfits Relations Making

19 /.582) 40  (-.290) 12 (.615) 53 (.65%) 5 (.1%0)
13 (.631) 37 (-.33%3) . 14 (.590) 67 (.50 J4 (-.313)
24 (.61D) 38 (-.39D) 8§ (.476) 2 (.5.-, 25 (-.356)
9 (.595) 45 (-.391) 18 (.475) 44  (.530) 56 (-.457)
21 (.592) 3 (-.405) 41 (L447) 51 (.515) 58 (-.470)
27 (.573) 62 (-.497) 33 (.427) 64 (.509) 54  (-_.53h)
32 (.561) 69 (-.£10) €S (.40%) 26 (.499) 1 (-.594)
47 {.33S3 50  (-.47%) 11 ¢.389) 32 (.491) 17 (-.0641)
29 (.531) 55 (-.474) 3 7.364) 43 (.448) 23 (-.062)
32 (.54%2) 30 {-,403) 21 (.310) 48  (.400)

i (.535) 65 (-.572) 57 (.353)

< (.53%) 42 (-.503)
26 (.532) 03 (-.508)

(6 (.329) 61 {(-.523)

6 (.50yy 70 (-.567)
N(.51%) 53 (-.598)

7 {.462) €0 (-.626)

34 (.432) h8 (-.652)
46 (_333)
4y (.373)
s {.377)

I (.379)
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